American University in Cairo

AUC Knowledge Fountain
Theses and Dissertations

Student Research

Summer 9-11-2014

The effects of audio feedback on the L2 writing quality of
Egyptian university students
Omar Abouelazm
The American University in Cairo

Follow this and additional works at: https://fount.aucegypt.edu/etds

Recommended Citation

APA Citation
Abouelazm, O. (2014).The effects of audio feedback on the L2 writing quality of Egyptian university
students [Master's Thesis, the American University in Cairo]. AUC Knowledge Fountain.
https://fount.aucegypt.edu/etds/1439

MLA Citation
Abouelazm, Omar. The effects of audio feedback on the L2 writing quality of Egyptian university students.
2014. American University in Cairo, Master's Thesis. AUC Knowledge Fountain.
https://fount.aucegypt.edu/etds/1439

This Master's Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Research at AUC Knowledge
Fountain. It has been accepted for inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of AUC
Knowledge Fountain. For more information, please contact thesisadmin@aucegypt.edu.

The American University in Cairo
School of Humanities and Social Sciences

The Effects of Audio Feedback on the L2 Writing
Quality of Egyptian University Students
A Thesis Submitted to
The Program of
Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages
In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
For the Degree of Master of Arts

By

Omar Ahmed Abouelazm
Under the supervision of Dr. Atta Gebril

July/2013

The American University in Cairo

The Effects of Audio Feedback on the L2 Writing
Quality of Egyptian University Students
A Thesis Submitted by

Omar Ahmed Abouelazm
To the Department Teaching English to Speaker’s of Other Languages
July/2013
In partial fulfillment of the requirements for
The degree of Master of Arts
Has been approved by
Dr. Atta Gebril
Thesis Committee Advisor ____________________________________________
Affiliation: The American University in Cairo
Dr. Lori Fredricks
Thesis Committee Reader____________________________________________
Affiliation: The American University in Cairo
Dr. Robert Williams
Thesis Committee Reader____________________________________________
Affiliation: The American University in Cairo

__________________
Dept. Chair

__________
Date

__________________
Dean of HUSS

ii

____________
Date

DEDICATION

To My Family
For all their love and support in making this work possible

To Dr. Phyllis Wachob
For sparking my interest in audio feedback through her insightful pedagogical
practices

i

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

It is with only the utmost support, patience and dedication that a work of this caliber
can be realized beyond an inspirational idea. Without the countless people that sacrificed
their valuable time and effort, I would not have been able to fully realize the completion of
this work. Although it is an impossible task to sufficiently acknowledge all the people whose
patience, wisdom, and guidance brought forth the completion of this project, I would like to
extend my deepest gratitude to those who were especially key in its realization.
It would have been impossible to finish this project without the help and guidance of
Dr. Atta Gebril, who graciously accepted to act as the chair of my thesis committee. His
extremely helpful commentary, patience and dedication proved to be instrumental in helping
me throughout the stages of thesis writing. This is not to mention his expertise in language
assessment, which guided the methodology and design of my study. His love for research and
his enthusiasm were truly inspirational. I would also like to thank Dr. Lori Fredricks,
assistant professor at the TESOL department for kindly agreeing to act as my second reader.
Her insightful comments helped me organize and question the practices of my study.
Additionally, her constant encouragement throughout the data collection stage of my thesis
kept the vision of completion alive in my mind. For this, I am indebted to her.
I would like to extend thanks to Dr. Robert Williams, chair of the MA TESOL
program and member of my thesis committee for his discerning readership and constructive
criticism during the proposal stage of my thesis. His commentary helped polish my writing as
I was developing my project. Thanks are extended to Dr. Amira Agameya for her helpful
comments during my feasibility and proposal stages. I also would like to thank Dr. Marilyn
Plumlee for aiding me in the proposal writing stage with her insightful comments.

ii

Thanks are extended to Ms. Sophie Farag, head of the IEP at AUC, who so
generously helped me contact the teachers of the classes used in the study. I am grateful to
the esteemed IEP instructors Mr. Alex Lewkoa, Ms. Mariam Salahidin, Ms. Mariah Farley,
Ms. Amani Demian, and Ms. Nagwa Kassagby for taking the time and effort to accommodate
me in their classrooms. I would also like to thank teaching fellows and colleagues Wendy
Reed, Rebekah McCormack, Saliha Arseven, Ida Bidawi, and Matthew Hendershot for
allowing me to use their students as participants. Without these wonderful individuals, this
project would not have advanced passed the proposal stage.
Behind the scenes, I would like to show my appreciation to Dr. Deena Boriae,
President of TESOL International, for helping me develop this project before it was officially
submitted as a feasibility study. Special thanks are also extended to my friends and
colleagues Megan Lane and Olatunde Ojo, for offering to attend my rater training session and
making themselves available to help with data analysis. I would also like to thank friend and
colleague Laura Patch, for her encouragement and kind words during the thesis writing
process.
It brings me pleasure show my gratitude to my loving family at home. Although they
live across the Atlantic, my parents were not short of providing me with love and support.
Thanks to my brothers and sisters, whose late night calls brought support and encouragement.
Finally, huge thanks must be extended to my family in Egypt, Khaled, Heba, Shareen, Dina,
Abdullah, Zizo, Amr, and Tunt Nazek for their unconditional love and hospitality in making
my transition to Cairo unforgettable.

iii

Abstract
The present study investigates the effects of training ESL students to utilize audio
feedback on the fluency, accuracy, content and organization of their writing. It also examines
ESL student attitudes and perceptions towards audio feedback and audio feedback training.
Audio feedback is an innovative error correction technique in which the teacher records
comments on students’ writing and saves them as an audio file. The audio file is then used by
the student to revise a piece of writing. Audio feedback training refers to the idea of training
ESL students on how to successfully utilize audio feedback in order to reap its benefits
during writing revision. Using a pretest and posttest utilizing TOFEL argumentative prompts,
the researcher collected writing samples from 39 ESL students studying English at an
American accredited university in Cairo, Egypt. The participants were divided into two
groups, a control group and an experimental group. Prior to the posttest, both groups were
given audio feedback on writing errors pertaining to fluency, accuracy, content, and
organization. The experimental group also received a 20-minute audio feedback training
session. After the posttest, both groups were given semi-structured questionnaires eliciting
attitudes and perceptions of audio feedback. The experimental group was given extra items
on the questionnaire that elicited attitudes and perceptions of audio feedback training. T-tests
were run to determine if any significant differences existed between the two groups. Findings
reported no significant differences between the two groups with respect to changes in mean
scores from pretest to posttest. However, the experimental group showed significant positive
differences in the scores for accuracy and content from pretest to posttest. Questionnaire
results indicated that participants had an overall positive reaction to audio feedback.
Participants in the experimental group reacted positively towards audio feedback training and
indicated that it was necessary in order to benefit from audio feedback. Results suggest that
audio feedback training may have been the reason behind the gains observed by the
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experimental group. The researcher suggests further research be conducted on the effects of
audio feedback on writing quality as well as training in feedback.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION
1. Introduction
This chapter of the thesis attempts to contextualize the research and gaps that led to
the premise of the present study. It is divided into six sections. It begins by providing a brief
summary of the research background related to feedback on ESL student writing. Using this
information, it then presents a research problem, introducing the gaps of previous research as
well as the aims and questions put forth by the present study. Following this information, this
chapter details the rationale of the present study. It then provides theoretical and operational
definitions of all major constructs pertinent to the present study. The following section
highlights the delimitations of the present study. Finally, the chapter ends with a section
explaining its importance.
1.1 Research Background
During any classroom practice, the instructor has an almost automatic need to correct
student mistakes. ESL teachers giving feedback to students on their written compositions are
no different. Feedback is provided under the assumption that it will result in an improvement
in student writing (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). One reason why this practice is taken to is
to avoid fossilization, which is defined as an unintentional internalization of language related
errors on the part of the learner (Larsen-Freeman, 2006). However, searching for an ideal
feedback technique in L2 writing has proven to be a challenging task. In addition, the
numerous techniques at the disposal of language teachers creates another dimension that
complicates the issue.
When research in error correction (EC) was in its infancy, researchers tended to use
quantitative research designs in order to arrive at a preferred technique in improving writing
quality (Chandler, 2003; Dekeyser, 1993; Ferris, 2001; Kepner, 1991). These studies
1

advocated one of three possible hypotheses as observed by Dekeyser (1993). The first two
hypotheses were that EC is either detrimental or beneficial while the third stated EC was
neither beneficial nor detrimental. These three hypotheses seemed to dominate all the
subsequent research on EC in L2 writing. However, the above-mentioned hypotheses were
specifically formulated as a result of designing studies that tested the efficacy of EC on
students’ linguistic accuracy. With respect to other features of writing, the case against EC on
grammar was made because it was observed to adversely affect organization and content
(Truscott, 1996, 2007).
More recently the focus of research in EC and other forms of corrective feedback has
shifted towards a qualitative paradigm, with researchers becoming increasingly interested in
the way students feel about feedback on written activities and how those feelings correlate
with their affective orientations, or the way students react emotional to feedback practices
(Rassaei & Moinzadeh, 2010; Zacharais, 2007). By doing so, they have attempted to gain
insight on ways to make corrective feedback a beneficial practice. These approaches
suggested that feedback techniques were dependent on the students’ cultural background as
many of them were done on specific students of the same first language group.
Audio feedback (AF) is a form of corrective feedback in which the teacher records
comments on students’ writing and saves them as an audio file. The students then listen to
this file while they revise their work (Lunt & Curran, 2009). The lack of literature in both L2
and first language contexts revealed that students reacted positively towards receiving this
type of EC (Lunt & Curran, 2009; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Morrs & Asis, 2009). Another
virtually unexplored theme in EC literature is the notion of training students to use feedback.
Furthermore, the idea of training students to use AF has yet to be researched. Training could
possibly make students aware of the type of skills needed for revising their papers and
producing writing of better quality in the future.
2

The existing literature investigating corrective feedback on writing illustrates the need
to investigate the affect of training students to utilize audio feedback to improve their writing
performance. First of all, research has failed to provide evidence to make a strong claim the
AF is effective in significantly reducing grammatical errors. Secondly, to the best of the
researcher’s knowledge, training students to use feedback has not been investigated. A study
by Diab (2005) illustrates the need for such training. The study examined the reactions of
ESL students to teachers’ comments on their writing. Findings revealed that the majority of
participants were concerned with accuracy in their writing and enjoyed receiving written
corrective feedback (WCF). However, despite liking feedback, no improvement in their
writing was recorded after their desired feedback was given. This may illustrate that students
do not always know how do use feedback. This condition may be attributed to a lack of
training. Furthermore, using AF with training may help increase its efficacy in aiding
students to reduce accuracy related errors. Studies that investigated AF showed and increase
in students’ holistic performance in writing (content and organization) (Lunt & Curran, 2009;
Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Morrs & Asis, 2009). Thus, with the implementation of training,
AF can be an effective EC technique for the reduction of grammatical, content, and
organizational errors in writing.
The importance of the present study is that it would not only contribute to a lacking
body of literature but also provide insight to language teachers and researchers. If training
does in fact prove to be the variable that makes a difference in students’ writing performance,
then training can be used for all forms of feedback in order to strengthen their efficacy.
1.2 Research Problem
Findings of EC research in L2 writing provided strong support for Dekeyser’s (1993)
hypotheses, thus stalemating the issue regarding the benefit and necessity of corrective
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feedback in L2 writing (Ferris, 2004). However, despite the abundance of research on this
topic, one form of feedback, AF, remains virtually unexplored in the L2 context. Moreover,
to the best of the researchers knowledge, the idea of training students to use feedback has not
been investigated by the literature. Although training is not a new concept in the research
related to EC, it has only been given as a means of teaching students to give feedback rather
than to utilize it (Diab, 2005; Min, 2005). These shortcomings of previous research provide
the foundation of the present study’s aim to investigate the role of training students to use AF
as an EC for the improvement of writing with respect to fluency, accuracy, content, and
organization. Since the training is used of AF, it is known as AF training (AFT).
Given this contextual background, the present study aims to explore three issues.
First, the study aims to explore training in the use of AF as a viable technique in providing
beneficial corrective feedback in L2 writing. Secondly, the study attempts to investigate
students’ perceptions and attitudes towards AF and AFT. In this respect, it will contribute to
the lack of literature on this feedback method. Finally, the study will explore how students
feel about the training session if the are part of the control group. Hopefully results of this
question will shed light on the value of the training session. As previously mentioned, studies
in corrective feedback on L2 writing mainly focused on the efficacy of one technique to
another. Due to the abundance of error correction techniques available, the possible number
of combinations for such studies is vast. Thus, rather than testing the efficacy of audiofeedback compared to another technique, this study will investigate the efficacy of training
students to utilize audio feedback to its full potential. The only study that incorporated
training into its design failed to control it as the only variable effecting writing quality (Polio,
Fleck, & Leder, 1998). In the study, students were given training along with a grammar
lesson as treatment between posttest and pretest. In the present study, AF, the error correction
technique being employed, will be controlled by providing audio feedback for both the
4

control and experimental groups and only providing training for the experimental group. It is
the study’s purpose to provide future researchers with a different way of looking at feedback
in L2 writing by focusing on the training rather than the feedback technique.
1.3 Rationale of Study
Although EC’s effect on improving L2 writing quality is well researched, there is a
lack of research investigating AF. Furthermore, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge,
there have been no studies that investigated the effects of AFT on improving student writing.
Therefore, the purpose of the present study is to examine the effects of AFT on the
improvement of ESL student writing. It also attempts to examine the effects of AFT, used to
train students on how to utilize feedback. By doing this, the present study hopes to provide
practitioners with a possible way of improving L2 writing fluency, accuracy, organization,
and content. Previous studies have made claims for the use of EC in improving accuracy
(Bitchner, 2008; Bitchner & Knoch 2008. However, studies that do not make this claim
testify that EC directed at improving accuracy is harmful because it adversely affects content
and organization (Kepner, 1991). Moreover, Ferris and Roberts (2001) made the claim that
although EC aids in the improvement of grammar, only feedback overtly focusing on macro
aspects of writing will improve content and organization. Given this background, a final aim
of the present study is to attempt to find evidence that lends support to the idea of using
training to improve all features of writing and not just grammar.
1.4 Research Questions
Based on the research problem, the present study aims to answer the following
research questions:

5

1. Does audio feedback training reduce ESL writers’ accuracy, content, and organizational
errors while maintaining fluency between writing tasks?
2. What are ESL students’ perceptions and attitudes towards audio feedback?
3. What are ESL students’ perceptions and attitudes towards audio feedback training?
1.5 Delimitations
This section highlights the specific factors of the present study that delimit it. An
important issue regarding the delimitations that needs to be addressed is the context in which
the study takes place. This study was conducted at a private, American accredited university
in Egypt. The participants of the study were all studying English at the university’s English
language institute at the time of data collection.
According to the research questions, the present study does not investigate the
efficacy of AF, or any type of feedback for that matter. Therefore the scope of the study is
limited to just AFT, without comparing it experimentally to other forms of L2 writing
feedback. In addition, the strategies described in the training were used by students studying
at an Egyptian, private university. Therefore the perceptions made by the students, as per
research questions two and three, reflect those of a specific population and cannot be
generalized to all ESL learners. In addition, the present study aims to address the affects of
training on the surface level grammar errors (accuracy). These surface errors are displayed in
Corder’s (1967) error taxonomy, which categorizes a wide range of grammatical errors an
ESL student might commit on a writing piece. Furthermore, the present study does not focus
on specific grammatical aspects of writing. Instead, it takes a holistic approach by analyzing
all grammatical errors as a single unit. By doing this, the study fails to shed light on the
significance of AF in reducing the number of specific errors (such as using English articles)
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but rather reports on error reduction as a whole. Also, the retention rates of the feedback are
not investigated by the study. The design of the present study calls for a pretest and a posttest
with no provision of immediate or delayed tests. Thus, the long-term significance of AF and
AFT, if any, are not investigated by this study.
1.6 Definition of Constructs
1.6.1 Theoretical Definitions
The first research question of the present study will examine four different constructs:
fluency, accuracy, content, and organization. All these constructs pertain to L2 writing.
Fluency is defined as how much language is produced (Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001).
Accuracy is defined as the grammatical correctness of the English used in the writing
(Chandler, 2003). This construct is limited to micro errors, which pertain to surface level
grammar and mechanics in a writing piece. Content refers to the relevance of the writing
piece with respect to the task where as organization focuses on how well the ideas that make
up the content are developed and ordered (Morra & Asis 2009).
Questions two and three will address student perceptions and attitudes of both the
effectiveness of AF and AFT. Perceptions of AF describe how students view the feedback as
a means of EC. Perceptions of AFT describe the way students negotiated the feedback using
the strategies provided during the training and whether or not these strategies were
instrumental in understanding AF.
1.6.2 Operational Definitions
As an operational measure, fluency is quantified as the number of words produced in
a writing piece (Chandler, 2003). The number of grammatical errors (Appendix B) divided
by the number of words written will measure accuracy (Morra & Asis, 2009; Lee, 2003).

7

These errors will be classified based on the taxonomy of errors developed by Corder (1967).
Both content and organization will be measured by an analytical rubric (Appendix C)
designed by the researcher using elements of the TOEFL independent rubric (2008)
(Appendix D) and Spence (2010).
Students’ perceptions and attitudes towards AF and AFT are operationalized by semistructured questionnaires. All participants received a questionnaire eliciting perceptions and
attitudes of AF. The experimental group received additional items regarding AFT.
1.7 Definitions of Variables
The independent variable in the present study is the training session administered to
the experimental group. The dependent variables are the accuracy, fluency, content, and
organization of the writing pieces.
1.8 Abbreviations
AF Audio Feedback
AFT Audio Feedback Training
EC Error Correction
RQ Research Question
WCF Written Corrective Feedback

1.9 Importance of Study
English teachers are aware of the need to provide students with corrective feedback
on writing tasks in order to prevent errors from reoccurring. However, due to the large
number of EC techniques available, choosing the most effective method may prove to be a
difficult task. Also, many teachers are bound to abide by the practices of their institutions or
8

set in their own beliefs about giving feedback. This often leads to miscommunications
between teachers and students concerning EC techniques. The conflict stems from the notion
that have certain expectations about what kind of feedback they prefer and teachers provide
feedback based on their personal beliefs or the beliefs of the institution in which they teach.
If this is an issue, then training student to use feedback may prove to be a vital practice in
making any form of EC efficacious and beneficial to students. Therefore, the present study
attempts to shed light on feedback on L2 writing practices in order to provide insight to
practitioners. Although the use of AFT is specific to AF, the study aims to lend strong
support to the practice of implementing training in feedback so students can optimally utilize
feedback. Once this is established, training can be adapted to be compatible with any form of
EC technique and is not just limited to AF.

9

Chapter II
LITERATURE REVIEW
2. Introduction
The present literature review is organized thematically based on major paradigms of
research throughout the history of studies dealing with corrective feedback on second
language (L2) writing. It is divided into seven major sections. The first section details with
some of the issues related to EC in ESL writing. Conclusions of this section lay the
foundation of the rest of the literature review. The next section highlights research in EC that
deals with written corrective feedback’s (WCF) role in the improvement of linguistic errors.
Although most of these studies examined this form EC with respect to linguistic accuracy,
some studies did investigate WCF and its effects on, fluency, content, and complexity. The
third section of the literature review provides an overview of studies that discussed the
perceptions and attitudes of students and teachers about certain feedback practices. The
subsequent two sections present studies related to error analysis and training in L2 writing
respectively. The final section reviews literature pertinent to AF as it is used in the first
language and L2 contexts. The chapter then concludes with a holistic discussion of the
research presented in the literature review. The nature of this literature review was chosen in
order to give purpose to aims, motivations, and practices the present study will adopt.
2.1 The Error Correction Controversy
Most of the research focusing on the efficacy of error correction dealt with correcting
grammatical errors in L2 writing. As mentioned before, corrective feedback is a substantial
part of any classroom practice, especially in students’ writing. Thus, the main goal of
teachers is to make feedback effective to ensure students make considerable gains in all
features of writing. However, there has been an ongoing debate about the place of EC in l2
writing context. These debates carefully scrutinized the previous hypotheses concerning error
10

correction. In a paper by Truscott (1996) analyzing the effectiveness of grammar correction
in writing, the claim that grammatical corrective feedback has no significant effect on L2
writing accuracy provided the initial forum for this controversial issue. The number of
grammar related errors made in writing piece determined accuracy. To illustrate, less
grammatical errors was interpreted as an increase in accuracy. In fact, he went further by
stating grammatical correction, in all its forms, is often times a hindrance in the process of
language acquisition.
A study by Kepner (1991), illustrated an important issue regarding the type of
feedback given to students on writing, and the after effects on content value and accuracy. In
the study, the participants, Spanish learners, were divided into two groups and given different
types of feedback on compositions in order to discover which type was more effective. One
group received correction on sentential level errors while the second group received
corrections on content. At the end of the twelve-week longitudinal study, Kepner (1991)
reported no significant differences between the two groups with respect to accuracy.
However, the group of participants that was corrected on content out-performed the other
group in the richness of their writing, depicting grammar corrections detrimental effects in
allowing students to lose focus on meaning and content.
Finally, the claim was made that corrective feedback, which used a revision of errors
stage (usually in studies with a pretest-immediate posttest/ delayed posttest) after the pretest
to improve posttest results, was problematic (Truscott & Hsu, 2008). This study advocates
the position that revision is a weak predictor of learning, which was demonstrated by the
results of a pretest, revision papers, and posttest comparison. During the pretest the
participants, ESL University students in Taiwan, were asked to write a narrative in 30
minutes using pictures as guidance. Two groups were used. One group used feedback, which
underlined errors while the second group did not get any feedback. The research findings
11

indicated that the participants that received error correction performed better at the revision
stage. However, at the posttest, this group committed similar errors to those committed at the
pretest stage showing no significant differences in improvement from the control group.
Thus, the research concluded that although error correction significantly reduced errors at the
revision stage, in the long-term, students revert back to committing grammatical errors. The
researchers thus proposed the claim that grammar correction is not conducive to learning.
Furthermore, the research concluded that grammar correction is only helpful for students in
revising drafts but fails to prevent errors from reoccurring in the writing of new drafts.
Although the previous mentioned studies make strong claims against the use of EC in
improving grammar, they shed little light on its effects on the other aspects of writing like
fluency, content, and organization. In fact, the only claims these studies made were that
focusing on linguistic errors adversely affects other features of writing and no error
correction allows students to concentrate more on enhancing these given features. Moreover
the studies were limited to using WCF as an error correction technique. Although WCF can
take many forms, such as coded WCF or inexplicit WCF, no claims on the effects of other
forms of EC on writing were made. Finally, the studies failed to elicit information about the
preferences of teachers and students on giving and receiving feedback respectively. These
limitations prompted subsequent researchers to design studies in order to address the
shortcomings and fill the gaps of prior research.
2.2 Feedback on Linguistic Accuracy and Writing Complexity
Since the strong claims made by Truscott (1996, 2007), a body of research has been
devoted to showing that feedback can significantly increase linguistic accuracy and retain it
throughout one semester of study (Bitchner, 2008; Bitchner & Knoch, 2008; Bitchner &
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Knoch, 2009). The subsequent studies focused on using direct WCF, in which errors
pertaining to a single grammatical structure were targeted and explicitly corrected.
A study, in support of error correction in writing, examined the effects correction had
on immigrants and ESL students (Bitchner & Knoch, 2008). The study’s design divided the
participants into four groups. The treatments received by each group were as follows: WCF
on grammar and oral feedback using metalinguistic terminology, direct error correction with
a written metalinguistic explanation, direct error correction, and finally, no feedback
respectively. The feedback focused on article use in English. The procedure consisted of a
pretest writing composition, and immediate posttest, and then a delayed posttest. The delayed
posttest was given without warning to ensure students did not study any corrections from
previously written papers. Results showed very significant differences from pretest to posttest
results for all the groups that received a form of EC.
In an experiment designed to raise the linguistic accuracy of ESL students, Bitchner
and Knoch (2010) tested the efficacy of different types of direct focused feedback. Using
four groups of matriculated ESL students, the researchers aimed to increase the students’
mastery of the English article system for first and second mention. Using pictures of scenes
and asking students to describe them (Bitchner, 2008; Bitchner & Knoch, 2008), the
differences in accuracy of the English article system was investigated over ten weeks using a
pretest, immediate posttest, and delayed posttest model. Two groups received direct
corrective feedback with a metalinguistic explanation, one group received indirect feedback
marked by an underlining of the error indicating a problem occurred, and the final group
didn’t receive any feedback. One of the groups that received direct corrective feedback was
given an additionally 15-minute mini-lesson on the English article system. All these
treatments were implemented after the pretest only. The ratio of error- free obligatory uses of
English articles to total obligatory uses was used to operationalize accuracy and give it a
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score. An obligatory instance was defined as any part of the writing that required the English
article a, the, or the zero article. The results showed that all three groups that received a form
of feedback displayed significant positive differences with respect to accuracy in comparison
to the no feedback group at the immediate posttest stage. However, long-term improvement
showed that the direct feedback groups significantly improved while the control and indirect
feedback group showed no significant improvement. These results suggested that direct
focused feedback was better for learner retention and improvement.
While remaining with the theme that error correction is important for the
improvement of linguistic accuracy, Ferris and Roberts (2001) designed a study suggesting
that there is a significant difference depending on the explicitness of error correction. In a
carefully designed experiment, the researchers tested explicit versus implicit grammar
correction using three groups. The first group received coded grammar correction (explicitly
displaying the error), the second group’s errors were just underlined, and the final group used
only corrective feedback on content. The results shed some unforeseen light on the debate.
On the one hand, there was a significant difference between the number of errors after
treatment between the groups that received grammar correction and the group that received
content feedback. However, there were no significant differences between the groups that
received the grammar correction treatment, which indicated that both forms of feedback were
equally effective. Also, interestingly enough, the control group that received content-related
feedback preformed significantly better in correcting word choice and content errors in their
writing than the other groups. Although the case for grammar correction is made by the
results, the lack of improvement in content, shown by the two feedback groups, is not an
equal trade off. This is one side of the detrimental effects of grammar correction (Truscott,
1996). Additionally, the explicitness of the WCF wasn’t reported to be a significant factor in
increasing the efficacy of WCF, as contradicted by Bitchner and Knoch (2010).
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In light of the studies highlighting the effects of focused WCF on grammar, a shift in
the nature of corrective feedback occurred, known as dynamic feedback (Hartshorn, Evans,
Merrill, Sudweeks, Strong-Krause & Anderson, 2010; Evans, Hartshorn & Strong-Krause,
2011). These researchers stressed the importance of more research in the efficacy of focused
WCF while pointing out a shift to a new agenda in WCF, being more extensive. For WCF to
be a successful practice, a proposed framework was design for dynamic WCF, which used
the name to describe the interactive and changing nature of the feedback (Evans et al, 2011).
The framework comprised four underlying components, which are displayed in Table 2.1.
Table 2.1
Components of Dynamic WCF
Component
 Meaningful


Timely



Constant



Manageable

Rationale
Presented in a way that facilitates the utilization of feedback by
students while targeting their most urgent needs.
Feedback should be generated almost immediately after a work
is submitted.
This timely feedback should be given over a long period of
time.
The writing pieces need to be shorter in length to ensure quality
of feedback is high and useful.

Dynamic WCF is thus described as an instructional method aimed at improving
written linguistic accuracy by drawing on principles of L2 acquisition (Evans et al, 2011). It
requires students to write short timed essays daily and to rewrite them as many times as is
necessary to render them error-free. Although the researchers provided this definition,
dynamic WCF also targeted the rhetorical features of writing. Hence, in addition to
investigating changes in linguistic accuracy, the study was also interested in any significant
differences in the fluency and complexity of the writing. Furthermore, it was stressed that
writing could not be evaluated solely on its linguistics accuracy, but also based on its overall
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communicative effect to the reader (Hartshorn et al, 2010). Thus, dynamic WCF was labeled
as an alternative instructional method to the traditional writing process.
Using their proposed framework, Hartshorn et al. (2010), designed a study to test
dynamic WCF’s effect on accuracy, rhetorical competence, fluency, and complexity.
Participants, two classes of ESL students (n=49) of varying L2 backgrounds studying at the
intensive English program at Brigham Young University were recruited for the study. One
class was labeled the treatment group and received dynamic WCF for instructional purposes
for writing. The other class, the contrast group, used the traditional method for teaching the
writing processes. These treatments were provided over a 15-week period. All participants
were required to complete a 30-minute timed essay as a pretest and posttest. Since, as earlier
stated, the researchers were concerned with writing’s overall communicative purpose, they
decided to investigate accuracy within the framework of rhetorical competence, fluency, and
writing complexity. Rhetorical competence was referred to as the flow of ideas in writing and
was measured using a modified version of the TOEFL independent writing rubric. Fluency
was measured as the number of words per essay. Complexity was operationalized as the
mean number of words per clause. Statistical analysis of the means of each group at the
posttest revealed that the treatment group significantly outperformed the contrast group with
respect to accuracy, lending strong support to dynamic WCF’s efficacy in improving
linguistic aspects of writing. In contrast, the researchers found that the traditional method was
more efficacious for rhetorical competence, fluency, and complexity over time. They
proposed that one reason for this result could have been the treatment group’s preoccupation
with writing accurately due to the nature of dynamic WCF. This in turn may have hindered
their ability to focus on other constructs of writing, reinforcing the argument that overt focus
on grammar correct has adverse effects on other communicative features of writing (Kepner,
1991; Truscott, 1996, 2006).
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Another study using Dynamic WCF was also conducted (Evans et al, 2011). In
accordance with its framework, the researchers attempted to replicate Hartshorn et al (2010)
but using the context of matriculated ESL learners instead of intensive English students.
Participants in the treatment group were given three to four 10-minute paragraphs to
complete each week while simultaneously receiving timely feedback. Revisions were
required until all paragraphs were rendered error-free. Accuracy was measured as the ratio of
error-free clauses to total clauses. In addition, students kept error tally logs in order to make
them aware of their progress throughout the semester of study. The control group received no
form of WCF. The final posttest was a 30- minute essay. Although the results showed the
experimental group enjoyed highly significant gains in linguistic accuracy, not much insight
was lent to the preservation of the other, more communicative features of writing (Hartshorn
et al, 2010). The control group’s accuracy score, although not significant, was lower at the
time of the posttest. In an effort to explain this finding, the researchers stated that the overt
importance of rhetorical style and purposeful writing masks the sentential errors during
revision processes of students that don’t receive dynamic WCF. Without a solid claim that
this type of feedback boosts rhetoric, the study merely resonates the findings of Truscott
(1996, 2006).
Although the studies lend support for the use of WCF, they are limited in several
crucial ways. First, focused feedback deals with only one type of grammatical error.
Obviously, such studies provide no information on other grammatical errors other than the
one targeted by the respective researcher/s. Second, much of the research conducted failed to
show that WCF had a positive significant effect on aspects of writing other than accuracy.
Although the main focus of these studies was to address issues related to accuracy
improvement, some of them pointed out that accuracy is not the only important factor in
quality writing. Yet, only a few studies detailed outcomes of respective EC techniques and
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their effects on errors related to content, organization, and fluency. Furthermore, of these
studies, none was able to make strong claims for any positive change in these features of
writing. Lastly, the surge of studies that aimed to prove EC on grammatical errors is a salient
practice either tested a form of EC to no EC, WCF to a different form of WCF. Therefore, the
Subsequent results of theses studies shed light on the EC techniques that were examined by
the study only. It is impossible to test the effects of every feedback technique in a single
study, thus the combinations for such studies is seemingly endless. The following study
illustrates this concern.
In a study done by Rassaei and Moinzadeh (2011) on Iranian students, the efficacy of
three types of corrective techniques was compared in the acquisition of WH-questions in
English. The types of feedback they used were recast, metalinguistic feedback, and
clarifications. The study employed a fairly strong quasi-experimental design with four groups
and a pre-test/post-test. Besides the obvious limitation of generalizability, the study also
limited itself to the above-mentioned types of error correction. Furthermore, only WHquestions were targeted. Thus, the only outcomes for the study would either favor one type of
error correction or no error correction at all. The utilization of feedback is important since
some ESL contexts may not have the resources or expertise to provide certain types of
feedback.
2.3 Paradigm Shift: Qualitative Perceptions
Recently the focus of research in EC and forms of corrective feedback has shifted
towards the qualitative paradigm. Researchers became increasingly interested in the way
students felt about feedback on written activities and how those feeling correlated with
affective orientations (Birjandi & Tamjid, 2010). These orientations related to the emotional
response, positive or negative, reported by students regarding the corrective feedback they
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received. By doing so, researchers hoped to gain insight on ways to make corrective feedback
a beneficial practice. In addition, teacher’s philosophies on providing feedback versus their
actual feedback practices were examined. These studies aimed to juxtapose feedback
practices with student attitudes in order to evaluate the efficacy of feedback practices and the
influence these practices had on the students that supposedly benefited from them. These
approaches suggested that feedback techniques were dependent on the students’ beliefs and
sometimes student’s cultural background.
Through these studies, the importance of other features of writing (e.g. organization,
content, ideas,) began to take the spotlight away from the focus on form and linguistic
accuracy. Findings revealed participants disapproving of form focused feedback, stating that
feedback tailored to combat linguistic errors made writing more like a grammatical exercise
rather than a means of communicating information (Hamouda, 2007).
Motivation was also a factor that proved to be important in changing the nature of
feedback. In a study conducted using Indonesian students, EC in the form of teacher and peer
feedback was implemented to improve the quality of journal writing (Zacharias, 2007). The
researcher used triangulation in order to extract the perceptions of students towards the
feedback. After questionnaire and interview data were collected, the two sets were analyzed
and evaluated. Although participants reported that EC was necessary for improvement,
excessive correction lead to feeling of depression and consequently demotivation.
Motivation, one of the best predictors of good language learners (Naiman & Frohlic & Stern,
1987), is important to maintain for success in the ESL classroom.
In order to get information rich data on students’ perceptions, Hyland (2003) designed
a case study of 6 ESL learners, 3 undergraduates and 3 graduates, at a University in New
Zealand. The procedure consisted of 3 open-ended interviews conducted during the first,
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seventh, and last weeks of a 14-week semester of study for each participant. To supplement
the interview data, Hyland (2003) also collected writing samples of the students and
retrospective think-aloud data from their teachers while they gave WCF on student writing.
After the analysis, the think-aloud data revealed that teachers focused on form a large
percentage of time and the students were able to correct most of these errors. Interviews
showed that the sample of students showed no objection to all of the linguistics errors they
committed being corrected. However, one student reported the desire of more feedback
focused on ideas and content. The research attributed this student’s desire for more feedback
on the other features of writing to her already high linguistic accuracy.
Contradictory to these results was a study done on Saudi Arabian EFL students by
Hamouda (2007). Upon gathering his data and providing results on the topic of student
reaction to feedback in writing, he discovered Saudi students preferred one hundred percent
of errors corrected. Error correction was directly proportional to level of motivation.
Furthermore, the students reported comprehensive feedback on all grammatical errors they
was more desired. Hamouda (2007) also elicited the perceptions of the teachers that provided
feedback to the student participants. While both teachers and students realized the urgency of
providing feedback on written tasks, teachers felt being selective when correcting
grammatical errors was more beneficial. Also, implicit ways of marking as well as varying
the feedback technique from teacher corrected to peer corrected was a consensus among the
teachers. Although teachers and students differed on major points, both participant groups
agreed that EC of surface level grammatical issues was the most important kind of feedback.
However, a case study using Saudi participants revealed that the findings of Hamouda
(2007) were problematic. Mustafa (2007) conducted a qualitative study in which five Saudis
discussed their perceptions and attitudes towards the written feedback they were receiving.
The themes developed from the intimate interviews, used to collect data, showed that the
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students were unsatisfied with the feedback they were getting because focus was almost
exclusively on grammar (Diab, 2005; Lee, 2008). In accordance with findings of other
studies, the participants also reported the use of coded error feedback was difficult to
interpret, especially if the teacher’s handwriting was illegible (Mahfoodh & Pandian, 2011;
Mustafa, 2007, Zacharais, 2007). Adding to this problem, a participant mentioned that errors
can be self-corrected but grammar proficiency is nothing when meaning and organization are
poorly constructed. This was said he described the lack of concern teachers’ have with the
non- linguistic features of writing when giving feedback.
The mismatches in the results of the above mentioned studies can be attributed to the
difference in participant groups and the problems faced by researchers in trying to generalize
qualitative results. However, these studies shed light on the factors affecting feedback use
and interpretation by students and teachers. They showed that although teachers feel
grammar is not as important as other features of writing, grammar is still at the top of the list
when teachers correct student writing. Issues such as bad handwriting and lack of knowledge
in interpreting feedback also provide important information to help researchers and teacher
make informed decisions while participating in a practice that is both expected and demanded
by students and educators.
2.4 Training in Feedback
The idea of a training session in feedback is not new to the L2 writing classroom.
Several studies focused on training students to provide optimal peer-feedback as an
alternative to WCF (Diab, 2010; Min, 2005). Although these studies provided no insight for
training on the utilization of feedback, methods used by the researchers equipped future
researchers with innovative ways to implement training.
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Diab (2010) intended to test the efficacy of a trained peer-review (experimental
group) compared to trained self-revision (control group) for native speakers of Arabic in
Lebanon. The training received by both groups consisted of targeting four grammatical
structures (rule based) and several features of the argumentative writing style (non-rule
based). The study followed a longitudinal model with a pretest and posttest. At the end of the
posttest, students in the experimental group exhibited significant gains in linguistic accuracy
as compared to the control group, making a case for the use of training in grammar
correction. A major pitfall of the study resided in the results, with the research specifically
stating findings of related to the effects the training had on non-rule based changes were
purposely excluded from the report. Thus, the question of whether this method is a viable
technique for all features of writing remains a mystery. The fact that most raters are
influenced by non-rule based errors when scoring using holistic rubrics makes such
information of great importance.
In a study conducted by Min (2005), training was used to enhance the role of peercorrection as a technique for revising students’ written compositions. Students were given inclass and out of class time to meet with an instructor who trained them in giving premium
peer-feedback. The training consisted of modeling, in which the instructor would present the
class with a student’s essay from the previous year and score the essay with the whole class.
When an error was discovered during the class scoring session, the researcher specifically
showed the students how to indicate the error was made. In this case, training in peer
feedback was on how to give proper feedback rather than how to utilize it.
A further study using feedback training was examined (Polio, Fleck, & Leder, 1998).
Using in class essays and groups of students for an experimental design, the researchers
attempted to investigate the effects of grammar reviews (mini lessons), correction, and
training in editing on writing accuracy. The above mention treatments were only given to the
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experimental group. Apart from those treatments, both control and experimental groups were
treated the same and allowed in class revision of essays. The results showed no significant
differences in the accuracy of the students’ writing after one semester. As far as the three
treatments were concerned, since neither of them was controlled in the experiment, it’s hard
to propose that training in editing was the sole affecting variable that was responsible for the
results.
2.5 Error Analysis In ESL Writing
Focusing feedback to the learner’s specific needs is a desired way to proceed with
feedback practices (Evans et al, 2011). Thus the practice of error analysis was started in late
20th century in order to analyze, in detail, learners’ error patterns (Ghani & Karim).
According to error analysis theory, most of the linguistic errors committed in L2 writing are a
result of first language interference (Ghani & Karim; Huan, 2011). However, according to
Huan (2011), first language interference is not a good predictor of errors and is not the only
factor contributing to errors. Therefore error analysis was developed as a way to investigate
the kinds of errors ESL learners commit on an individual or group level. Table 2.2 represents
the taxonomy of errors categorized by Corder (1967). The present study used this version of
error taxonomy to classify errors on L2 writing pieces in order to make feedback more
meaningful to the students (Evans et al, 2011).
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Table 2.2
Coder’s (1967) Error Taxonomy
Target

















Noun
Pronoun
Verb
Adjective
Adverb
Conjunction
Preposition
Article
Determiner
Spelling
Punctuation
Syntax
Negation
Literal Translation
Word Choice
Infinitive

Explanation

















Plurality of noun to agree with verbs etc.
Possessive vs. objective
Tense
Use of nouns or adverbs in place of adjectives
Use of awkward phrasing or syntax
Awkward use
Awkward use
Deletion or use of “the” for first mention
Over use of this/these
Awkward spelling
Run-on and sentence fragments
Very awkward word placement
Incorrect use of “no” and “not”.
Awkward phrasing or idiom use
Incorrect synonym use
Deletion of obligatory “to” in infinitive verb

Looking at the table, it is easy to see that some errors overlap each other, and it is
difficult to determine the actually category to which such problematic occurrences belong.
Thus, making predictions as to the source of errors is complicated and often times students
are interviewed about errors they committed in an effort to precisely categorize them. The
present study is using taxonomy of errors to as a means of displaying the types of errors that
were taken into account on participant writing samples in order to provide a score for
accuracy.
2.6 Studies in Audio-Feedback
Although AF has been used before in the educational setting to provide feedback, the
body of literature investigating its potential in ESL writing is not extensive (Johanson, 1999).
Thus protocols in providing AF are open to researchers and teachers to create and design.
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However, in a paper detailing AF in the ESL classroom, Johanson (1998) provided a
summary of the pedagogical benefits of using AF and described it as it was used in his
classroom. He claimed that students viewed writing as a grammatical exercise, disregarding
the required attention needed to be devoted in order to develop a writing piece’s content and
organizational (Diab, 2010). Merit is given to the method since it allowed the teacher to make
more comprehensive comments and students to listen to the comments whenever the desired.
More importantly, it allowed the teacher to stress a particular student’s weakness, priming
him or her to take care of major errors first before focusing on minor errors. Johanson (1998)
found that giving feedback on holistic error before addressing discrete linguistic errors was
the most preferred order of correction for students to improve their writing while using AF.
Subsequent studies investigated the role of AF as a technique in providing students
with the necessary corrections to revise their papers. Common themes among these studies
included some or all of the following elements: Teacher perceptions, student perceptions,
student attitudes towards AF versus WCF, student utilization of AF, and error types targeted
by AF. It is noteworthy to realize the lack of research conducted using AF in an ESL context,
as most of the research available to the researcher was conducted using native English
speaking participants. However, the findings of studies using native English speakers not
only show parallels with their ESL counterparts, but also provide insight on methodological
practices relevant to using and understanding AF both from a teacher’s standpoint and a
student’s perspective.
Most of the limited literature involving studies investigating the use of AF as a
technique in writing correction dwelled in the first language context of higher education
(Lunt & Curran, 2009; Merry & Orsmond, 2007; Sipple, 2007). AF was the focal point of a
study conducted at an online nursing college as a corrective feedback technique for students’
writing (Wood, Moskovitz, & Valiga, 2011). This study also shed some indirect light on the
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nature of AF by affirming it focused on argumentative structure, content, and paper
readability. No mention of a focus on linguistic errors was provided. However, this may have
been due to the fact that all participants were native speakers of English and linguistic
accuracy was most likely not a problem for students at the college. The feedback also gave
students suggestions of using online writing courses to seek more help. After completing a
survey, the majority of participants reported that AF was a preferred method of EC (Lunt &
Curran, 2009; Merry & Orsmond, 2007; Sipple, 2007). In addition, feedback was clear and
retention of feedback was reported as greater (Sipple, 2007). Drawbacks of using AF, as
reported by the participants, included a difficulty listening and simultaneously correcting the
paper (Sipple, 2007). However, the researcher attributed this shortcoming to a lack of
students’ understanding of the media player with respect to the pause feature.
Also, another study investigated teacher perceptions regarding time taken to record
AF versus WCF and quality of each respective form of EC (Johanson, 1998; Lunt & Curran,
2009; Merry & Orsmond, 2007). Results showed teachers reduced their time from 55 minutes
for WCF to 18 minutes for AF on average. Lunt and Curran (2009) also observed a
significant reduction in time taken to record corrective feedback using AF while increasing
its quality, allowing for more comprehensive feedback (Johanson, 1998). Teachers in the
Merry and Orsmond (2007) study claimed there was not a significant reduction in time but
hinted at AF’s potential to reduce the burden of providing feedback on educators, granted
that the technique was explored further. The essence of corrective is that it is a bi-directional
practice, in which students deserve the best quality feedback possible, as long as its practical
for the teachers to allot time for this feedback. The significant reduction in time spent by
educators when recording AF lends strong support to its innovative style and potentially
secures its place as a common practice in ESL classrooms where technology is available.
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Merry and Orsmond (2007) conducted a study investigating students’ attitudes
towards AF in a biology course at Staffordshire University. During the study, 15
undergraduate students enrolled in a Biology course submitted samples of their work to two
tutors in order to receive feedback. The samples included essays, dissertations, and reflection
papers. The tutors recorded AF for each student and sent him or her the audio files via email.
The tutors, through semi-structured interviews, then elicited students’ attitudes toward the
feedback. After an analysis, data revealed that the students, as a whole, responded positively
to AF as a method and desired to experience it in the future.
Another study in a similar context added a new dimension to the research. In this
study, students’ attitudes toward AF vs. WCF on coursework were elicited (Lunt & Curran,
2009). Of the 26 student participants that responded to an online survey, the majority of them
reacted positively to the AF they received.
Sipple (2007) reported similar findings with respect to students’ perceptions to AF.
The qualitative study, conducted at a developmental language program, recruited 33 students
to complete a questionnaire post receiving both AF and WCF. 10 of the participants agreed to
take part in an additional optional interview. The questionnaire elicited the preferences and
attitudes of the students regarding AF and WCF. The questionnaire, a narrative style,
provided open-ended questions in order to collect qualitative data. Based on the students’
notes, 70% reported favoring AF, 21% WCF, and 9% favored both (Sipple, 2007). After
analysis, certain themes became apparent as a result of using AF. Participants reported that
AF gave them confidence, helped them internalize feedback, and made interpretation of
feedback easier. Interviews showed that students preferred AF because it included praise and
from their teachers, which made them feel as though their papers were actually read and
teachers cared about their progress. Furthermore, any WCF that was hard to interpret was
made clearer by using AF. Although this study was conducted in the L1 context, students that
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preferred both forms of feedback explicitly stated that WCF helped with linguistic errors
while AF proved more effective for organization and content, which were similar findings of
an L2 context study (Morra & Asis, 2009).
Although interesting, the previous two studies shed very little light on AF’s efficacy
when used in the L2 writing context. In a study conducted using ESL learners as participants,
a quasi-experimental design was used to determine the efficacy of AF versus written coded
feedback on micro and macro writing skills (Morra & Asis, 2009). Macro skills were defined
as skills pertaining to content, organization, and rhetoric. Micro skills focused on surface
level grammatical errors. The participants, either taking a teacher-training course or a course
in translation studies, were divided into six groups. Students in the teacher-training course
were divided into three groups, two experimental, and one control group. The sample process
was done to the translation studies students. Each experimental group was either assigned AF
or traditional WCF. The control group received no feedback, but was instructed to revise
papers via self-correction. The researchers hypothesized that groups that received AF would
show a significant reduction of macro level skills while those that received written feedback
would improve on micro level skills more significantly. The students were asked to write a
final paper stating an opinion about a topic. They were allowed 2 drafts and then the final
submission. The type of error correction they received was implemented between the drafts.
The results showed a significant reduction of errors in both macro and micro levels
for all groups except one. The translation studies group that received AF showed a negative
result on micro errors (increase in errors) after getting the feedback. The researchers attribute
the anomaly to the fact that AF inherently favors macro level skills to those of micro level.
However, the researchers failed to describe the nature of the AF employed by the experiment,
which possibly showed a bias for macro errors over micro errors. If the correction of micro
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errors wasn’t the focus of the AF, then perhaps new designs of AF need to consider micro
errors with greater precision.
Ultimately, the study concluded that feedback is beneficial and preferred by students.
However, as mentioned by the control groups, receiving no feedback and engaging in selfassessment is also useful. As a final implication, the researches recommended using a variety
of corrective feedback techniques to give students exposure to all varieties. Although
insightful for the field, the study failed to show the efficacy of either form of feedback
received.
A major pitfall in the studies investigating AF is the lack of insight they provide on
the actual content of AF. Content of AF refers to how teachers or researchers using AF make
students aware of their errors. It includes the type of language used in the feedback, tone of
voice of the teacher/researcher, type of feedback (explicit or implicit), an order of errors
correct. Unlike WCF, in which students are free to revise any part of the essay first, AF needs
to be listened to in sequence in order to be understood. It can be argued that using the
forward and rewind features of media players can allow students to revise any part of the
essay first but the practicality of such a practice is null. In this way, using AF as an EC
technique is a novel concept, it that its structure can ultimately determine its efficacy. For
instance, AF can be used to target only linguistic accuracy if the teacher desired. Conversely,
it can be modified to target other features of writing more overtly if designed to do so. This
idea conflicts with Morra and Asis (2009), in which AF was viewed as an EC technique that
inherently favored the correction of macro errors, or errors related content and organization.
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2.7 Summary
The present literature review reported on a variety of studies aimed at addressing
issues in improving writing quality in order to provide strong evidence for the importance of
EC on different features of L2 writing. These features included linguistic accuracy, content,
and organization. Linguistic accuracy refers to sentential level grammatical errors. Content
refers to degree of relatedness the writing piece has with the task whereas organization deals
with how well the ideas represented as part of the argument are structured and ordered
(Morra & Asis 2009). However, to the best of the researchers knowledge, a significant
amount of the research effort devoted to EC on L2 writing focused on improving linguistic
accuracy. Furthermore, these studies tended to focus on the improvement of one aspect of
linguistic accuracy, namely the English article system (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch,
2010). In this way, they were limited two-fold. On the one hand, the studies failed to address
the effects of EC on the macro features of writing (organization and content). This in
particular is a major drawback since previous studies have highlighted the adverse effects of
EC targeting linguistic accuracy on content and organization (Kepner, 1991; Truscott, 1996).
This in itself is problematic since a focus on linguistic accuracy essentially takes away from
the communicative purpose of writing. A quality composition works holistically, in which all
the features of writing compliment each other and the resultant piece has strong
communicative value to its readers (Hartshorne et al, 2010). In concordance with this view of
writing, dynamic WCF was consequently developed in order to provide strong evidence in
support of EC of grammatical errors without dismissing the importance of the macro features
of writing. Although Dynamic WCF is designed to combat errors related to linguistic
accuracy, research done on its efficacy tended to include discussion about its effects on
macro features of writing as well (Hartshorne et al, 2010; Evans et al, 2011). However, these
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studies failed to make strong claims for Dynamic WCF’s efficacy in positively improving
these features.
The present literature review also discussed studies that were interested in
understandings the perceptions of teachers and students concerning EC on writing tasks.
Such studies were important because they brought to light the fundamental differences
between what teachers felt were beneficial EC practices and what students expected as
acceptable feedback on their writing tasks. Some interesting findings were displayed by
Hamouda (2007), which showed that while teachers did not believe correcting all
grammatical errors was helpful to students, students wanted all errors corrected explicitly.
However, a significant amount of the studies showed that an increasing number of students
wanted more feedback focusing on content, ideas, and organization rather than grammar
(Diab, 2005; Mustafa, 2007; Lee, 2008). This evidence provides strong rationale for the
present study’s aims to investigate fluency, content, and organization in addition to accuracy.
However, one major limitation to these studies was the fact that students can only provide
perceptional data based on their own experience with EC. Since the most prominent type of
EC is WCF, then most perceptions of students were based on the variety of WCF they
received and how it could be better. Furthermore, students indicating they prefer more
feedback on macro errors in their writing does not give any information about how this type
of feedback should be provided to them. It simply means that some form of feedback
targeting macro errors needs to be made available to students.
Based on the context of the above-mentioned studies, research done on AF and
training was presented in the literature review. These studies provided the foundation for the
treatment used in the present study. Studies in AF were unique since they were usually mixed
method designs, eliciting perceptions of students towards the feedback as well as conducting
experiments testing its efficacy on both macro and micro related errors (Morra & Asis, 2009,
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Sipple, 2007). Although they failed to explain the nature of AF explicitly, results of both the
qualitative and quantitative parts of the studies provided vital information, which set the stage
for the present study to begin developing a preliminary protocol for giving audio feedback.
This protocol was designed with the intention of making AF efficacious in improving
accuracy, content, and organization. The purpose of these studies reflects those of the studies
that used training to aid in the process of EC (Diab, 2010; Minn, 2005). Despite the fact that
the training in these studies was on how to give feedback rather than how to use it (present
study’s aim), the procedures used in providing training proved essential in designing AFT for
the present study.

32

Chapter III
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
3. Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to provide details on the research design and
methodology utilized by the present study to answer the research questions (RQ). The first
major section details the research design, participants, and sampling strategy utilized by the
present study. Next, information regarding the treatments given to the participants and
instruments used for data analysis is provided. Following this information, the chapter
concludes with the procedures taken during data collection and data analysis.
3.1 Research Design
In order to answer the research questions proposed by the present study, both
quantitative and qualitative measures were taken. The study included a strong quasiexperimental design with a pretest and posttest. The qualitative part was exploratory, and was
used to substantiate the quantitative part. All together, the design is an embedded one, in
which the qualitative part is embedded into the overall framework of the quantitative part
(Creswell, 2003).
3.2 Methodology
This section details the methods used to answer the research questions put forth by the
present study. First, it provides information about the institution and the participants utilized
by the study. Next, it details the sampling strategy. Finally, it highlights the treatments given
to the experimental and control groups.
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3.2.1 Institution and Participants
The present study recruited ESL students from an English medium university in
Cairo, Egypt. The university is American accredited and offers undergraduate and graduate
degrees in a number of disciplines. Although the majority of students currently studying at
the institution are Egyptian, international students make up a percentage of the student body.
The primary language of instruction at the university is English and students must meet
English proficiency requirements in order to begin their undergraduate or graduate studies.
Participants for the present study were selected from the university’s intensive
English program (IEP), which is part of the English language institute. Students who are
admitted to the IEP have met all the requirements to study at the university full-time with
exception of the English requirements. Thus, they are considered conditionally admitted.
The IEP is a program designed to raise the proficiency level of students so that they can
successfully matriculate into a discipline of their choice. In order to begin university level
credit bearing courses, the students in the IEP must demonstrate a suitable level of English
proficiency assessed by an exit examination.
The IEP is divided into two basic sections. One provides English language training
for conditionally admitted undergraduate students while the other section serves conditionally
admitted graduate students. Each section is comprised of two levels. For undergraduates, the
levels are 98 and 99 while their graduate counterparts are 120 and 121. Students are placed
into these levels based on IELTS or TOFEL scores. This is to ensure sure that classes are
homogenous based on proficiency. Although students are separated based on the above
criteria, the curriculum for each class is the same. Students attend classes five days a week.
These classes are divided into skills and include study skills, grammar, reading and
vocabulary, and writing. The programs duration is one year. Since the program is designed to
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successfully train all students in English the same way, it is possible to say that after a year of
study, the students should all be at the same proficiency level. Initially, 45 students
comprising seven intact classes were recruited to participate in the study. However due to
absenteeism on test days and writing samples returned to the researcher with not enough data
for analysis, the final number of participants was reduced to 39 ESL students.
3.2.2 Sampling
The sampling strategy used to recruit participants is one of convenience. As a
graduate student studying at the same university as the participants, the researcher had guided
access to the IEP classes. Upon receiving approval from the University’s Institutional Review
Board to commence with the study, the researcher contacted the director of the IEP and
explained the project. The director then granted the researcher permission to use students
studying at the IEP provided their teachers agreed. After permission was obtained, the
researcher contacted IEP teachers via email and requested access to classes for research
purposes. The final class selection was made based on the teachers willing to work with the
researcher and their availability. This resulted in seven classes. Two classes were graduate
level 121, two classes were undergraduate level 98, and the remaining three class were
undergraduate level 99. Once these classes were selected, the researcher scheduled a
preliminary meeting with each class and explained the research project. After a synopsis of
the project, students were given informed consent forms, which confirmed the participation
in the present study.
3.3 Treatment
This section details the nature of the AF and AFT that were used as treatments during
the experimental stage. The designs for the protocols of the AF and AFT treatments were
pieced together by the researcher based on past research related to WCF, AF and training
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within the L1 and L2 contexts. The procedures underlying AF were carefully planned based
on major themes that emerged in the literature. Such themes included the use of explicit
feedback for correcting grammatical errors, implementing praise as part of corrective
feedback, and following a hierarchy of errors (Johanson, 1999). Like the protocol of AF,
AFT’s protocol was also adopted from the literature.
3.3.1 Audio Feedback
According to the literature review, studies investigating AF as an error correction
(EC) technique provided little insight on the content and process of providing this type of
feedback. Studies reported that AF was more comprehensive than written corrective feedback
(WCF) (Johanson, 1999; Sipple, 2007). According to students’ perceptions, reports also
concluded that the quality of praise in AF was far better than WFC and resulted in increased
levels of student motivation (Sipple, 2007). Students also reported AF was a better technique
for being able to have a hierarchy of errors, in which the audio file focuses on holistic errors
first, then moved to the sentential level errors (Johanson, 1999). This idea allows students to
focus on errors related to all the features of writing in order to transform their drafts into
more communicative works. Students advocated WCF was a more favored technique for
correcting grammatical errors while AF was better for what are considered global errors, or
errors pertaining to content, organization, and style. This claim was made due to the ease of
being able to scan the paper for teachers comments without having to reading through it. In
addition to these studies, according to preferences of students about error correction, explicit
feedback on grammatical errors was the most preferred type (Hyland, 2003; Hamouda,
2007). Moreover, studies using direct focused feedback found that the more explicit the
correction, the better (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). Taking this information
into account, and in an effort to address the issues students have perceived, table 3.1
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describes the framework of the audio feedback (in order of the commentary) used by the
researcher.
Table 3.1
Audio Feedback Protocol




Target
Learner Self-esteem
Content/Fluency



Organization



Linguistic Errors

Procedure
Use of praise on high points in leaners’ essays
Relate any problematic areas in content back to the topic
and provide suggestions for revision/ Encourage the
learner to provide more information and to write more
on the topic
Specifically note the instances in which logic is
problematic and provide suggestions for solution
Directly specify 1 or 2 errors relating to each error in the
taxonomy and remind learners to scan paper for other
instances of highlighted error types.

3.3.2 Audio Feedback Training
The above protocol describes AF, the error correction method employed by the
researcher for both groups. The protocol for AFT came from the literature of studies
investigating training in peer feedback and self-revision by using the modeling revision
sample. (Diab, 2010; Min, 2005). Table 3.2 outlines the training session.
During the first week of the experiment, promptly following the pretest, students in
the experimental group were given a training session explaining the nature of AF and how to
use it in essay revision. The session was held during regular class hours and began with a
PowerPoint presentation describing AF. It included a definition of feedback, the importance
of writing, and a definition of AF. After the PowerPoint, a mock argumentative essay, taken
from the TOFEL archives, was distributed to students. The researcher then displayed the
same essay on the projector. A recorded sample, featuring the researcher’s voice, was played
to ensure all students were able to clearly understand the audio. This measure was also taken
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in order to familiarize the students’ with the researchers voice. Since the researcher was not
the teacher for any of the classes, students needed to determine if the voice was
comprehensible in order to benefit from the feedback. After the sound test, the students were
guided through protocol of AF. This included telling the students what to expect when
listening to their AF. They were told that AF would begin by addressing the features in the
essays that were done well. After this was completed, AF would begin to specifically refer to
lines in the essay being graded that led to a breakdown in organization and content. These
errors would be corrected by providing a suggestion or piece of advice to make the given
erroneous section clearer. Once these errors were tended to, the process of grammar
correction would take place. The students were then told grammatical errors would be
explicitly corrected, meaning they would hear the researcher correct a specific grammatical
error by citing the paragraph and line within the essay. If this grammatical error occurs
elsewhere, the researcher would mention in the AF that the student should scan the essay for
similar errors. Since explicitly correcting grammar by means of audio sample was a new
concept for the students, they were given a chance to hear examples of grammar correction.
These examples were provided using the mock essay. During the training session, the
students were also encouraged to intensively read and reread their papers. In addition, they
were instructed to listen to the AF more than once. Finally, students were referred to
important features of media players that are essential to the revision process. These features
included the technological aspects of using media players, specifically the pause and rewind
feature to help pace the editing. Table 3.2 below describes the stages of the AFT as it was
provided to the experimental group.
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Table 3.2
AFT Protocol
Step
Presentation on AF
Model Essay

Model Revision
Technology

Procedure
Short PowerPoint Presentation describing
AF.
Distribute a mock student essay to
participants and play a sound test of
researcher’s voice
Samples of Revision for accuracy, content,
and organization
All the features of using media players to
listen to AF addressed by the researcher.

3.4 Instrumentation for Data Collection
This section describes the instruments used for data collection purposes. Two
different instruments were used to collect data form the participants. First, a pretest and
posttest (considered one instrument) was used to collect writing samples from the students.
Next, attitudinal and perceptional data were collected using a semi-structured questionnaire.
3.4.1 Pretest/Posttest
The first instrument utilized by the present study was a pretest and posttest. These
tests were in the form of TOFEL independent writing prompts and were taken from archives
available on the Internet. The prompts were both argumentative in which students were asked
to read a statement, determine if they agreed or disagreed with the statement, and then
respond in an essay format. TOFEL prompts were used since they reflect academic writing.
This assertion is validated by a study conducted by Enright and Tyson (2011). The study
maintains that writing tasks designed for the TOEFL take into account authentic tasks that are
expected of students at the college level. They base this assertion on extensive reviews of
empirical studies done at English medium colleges, which investigated language use. The
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instrument was used to collect samples of participant writing before and after treatment was
administered. These samples were then analyzed for their fluency, accuracy, content, and
organization.
3.4.2 Questionnaires
The second instrument utilized by the present study was a semi-structured
questionnaire. This questionnaire was designed to elicit attitudinal and perceptional data from
participants regarding AF and AFT. Two forms of the questionnaire were drafted. The first
form consisted of 17 items, 16 closed-form items and one open-ended question. The 16
closed-form items consisted of statements that used a five point lickert scale ranging from
one as strongly disagree to five representing strongly agree. This form was given to the
control group and was designed to focus on AF only. The second form consisted of 23 items,
21 closed-form and 2 open-ended questions. This form was given to the participants in the
experimental group. The first 17 items on this form were identical to the items on form one.
These items focused on AF and were given to both groups. The remaining six items dealt
with AFT and only appeared on the questionnaires of the experimental group.
The questionnaire was designed by the researcher. It was drafted in accordance to
themes developed from the literature along with input and suggestions from research
advisors. The first 16 closed-form items on the questionnaire (received by both groups) were
divided into four sections. Each section contained four items. The first section elicited
student perceptions of AF as being a beneficial error correction (EC) technique for paper
revision. This section was drafted based on the results of interviews from and questionnaires
from past research that revealed students reacted positively to AF (Lunt & Curran, 2009;
Merry & Orsmond, 2007). Section two contained items pertaining to students attitudes
towards the notion of AF being more beneficial than teachers’ written corrections when
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revising. These items were written in line with the literature that showed students preferred
AF over WCF when revising errors related to content and organization while preferring WCF
for correcting errors in accuracy (Sipple, 2007). The next set of items dealt with the process
of using the media player when revising. These items were written to determine if students
when using the media player and its features (Wood, Moskovitz, & Valiga, 2011). The final
set of items were designed to elicit student perceptions of the appropriateness of the language
used by the researcher on the mp3 files they were sent. These items were included as a
suggestion from a research advisor. The 17th item was an open-ended question that asked if
students had any further comments they wished to add about AF.
Items 18 to 23 only appeared on the questionnaires of the experimental group. Items
18 to 22 were closed-form items. These items collected attitudinal data on the content,
clarity, and necessity of AFT. The final item was an open-ended question that invited
students to comment further on AFT. Since, to the best of the researchers knowledge, a
questionnaire on the using of training has not been developed, these items were drafted under
the supervision of the advisors.
3.5 Measurements of Language Constructs
This section of the chapter provides details related to the measurements used to
operationalize the constructs tested by the present study. The section is divided into two subsections. First, the measurements for fluency and accuracy are discussed. Next, the
measurements for content and organization are detailed.
3.5.1 Fluency and Accuracy
Fluency was measured by the number of words per writing sample, which is
supported by the literature (Chandler, 2003). Although it has been measured as the number of
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minutes it takes to reach a designated word count (Chandler, 2003) the researcher decided to
use the number of words since there was a set time allotted for pretest and posttest writing
tasks. Accuracy has also been operationalized several different ways. According to the
literature, accuracy has been measured as the ratio of grammatical errors to words written
(Chandler, 2003; Hartshorn et al, 2010; Truscott, 2007), the ratio of error free clauses to total
number of clauses (Evans et al, 2011), and as the ratio of error free obligatory uses (of a
specific grammatical structure) to total obligatory uses (Bitchner & Knoch, 2010). For the
purposes of this study, the researcher decided to use the ratio of grammatical errors
committed to total number of words. The number of grammatical errors (pertaining to
Corder’s (1967) taxonomy) was computed and subtracted from the total number of words in
the essay. The resulting value was then divided by the total number of words and converted
to a percentage. This percentage represented the accuracy score. The rationale for this
measurement lies in the fact that a clause may contain more than one error and there for using
the ration of error free clauses to total clauses would not be an accurate measure for the
purposes of the present study. Finally, error free obligatory uses would be the best
measurement if the present study only targeted one specific type of grammatical error, which
is not the case.
3.5.2 Content and Organization
Content and organization are referred to as global errors since they affect the overall
communicative purpose of a writing piece (Morra & Asis, 2009). These constructs have been
operationalized using both analytical and holistic rubrics. For the purposes of the present
study an analytical rubric (Appendix C) was used to separately obtain a score for content and
organization. The scores on the rubric were nominal values ranging from one to five. The
rubric was adapted from the TOFEL independent writing rubric (Hartshorn et al, 2010). The
TOEFL rubric was validated through pilot tests and field-testing (Enright & Tyson, 2011).
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Elements that pertained to content and organization were isolated from the TOFEL rubric and
used to develop the rubric used by the present study.
3.5.3 Rater Training
In order to test the reliability of the analytical rubric used to measure content and
organization, rater training was used. The researcher acted as the first rater (R1) and the
trainer. The second rater (R2) was a colleague of the researcher.
After the pretests were collected, R1 selected five samples that represented each raw
score on the rubric for content and organization. Once these samples were selected, R1 met
with R2 and discussed each sample’s score and the various reasons these scores were given.
The discussion consisted of familiarizing the trainee with the rubric and its language and
explaining why certain samples received scores. Specific parts of each writing sample were
brought to the attention of R2 as a means of justifying the rubric scores. R2 was familiarized
with the words, clearly, adequately, and poorly. The interpretation of these words was
instrumental is assigning a score for each essay. When the researcher was confident that R2
optimally trained, 10 random samples of the pretest were selected and scored separately by
the raters. Table 3.3 displays the raw scores for the ten samples selected.
Table 3.3
Raw scores of 10 Randomly Selected Samples
Sample

R1: Content

R2 Content

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

2
3
1
3
4
2
2
5
4
3

2
3
2
3
4
2
3
5
4
4

R1:
Organization
2
4
2
2
4
2
4
5
5
4
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R2: Organization
2
4
3
4
5
2
5
4
4
5

Inter-rater reliability was calculated using the Pearson coefficient of correlations test
(Ahmadian & Hussieni, 2012; Hartshorn et al, 2010). The data in table 3.3 was used to run to
statistical tests calculating the Pearson’s correlation coefficient for scores on content and
organization. The resulting percentage was used to represent the inter-rater reliability score.
Table 3.4 below shows the statistics of the Pearson’s correlation coefficient test for content.
Table 3.5 displays theses statistics for organization. Based on the statistics, the inter-rater
reliability scores for content and organization were 90.4% and 74.4% respectively.
Table 3.4
Pearson Correlation for Content
Inter-rater reliability for Content Score

R1

Pearson Correlation
1
R1
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
10
Pearson Correlation
.904**
R2
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
N
10
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

R2
.904**
.000
10
1
10

Table 3.5
Pearson Correlation for Organization
Inter- rater Reliability for Organization Score
R1
Pearson Correlation
1
R1
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
10
Pearson Correlation
.744*
Sig. (2-tailed)
.014
R2
N
10
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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R2
.744*
.014
10
1
10

After the training was completed, the researcher determined that the reliability scores
were sufficient enough to continue scoring the rest of the samples. Each sample was scored
individually for all the constructs: fluency, accuracy, content, and organization. After the
scores were calculated, the researcher and R2 met in conference and cross-examined the
scores for accuracy and fluency in order to ensure all words and errors were accounted for.
Any differences were discussed and a consensus was made in all cases. Final scores for
content and organization were decided differently. If both raters provided the same score, for
either content or organization, this was determined to be the final score. If the scores
provided by the raters differed by one, the raters discussed the scoring. Each rater provided a
justification as to why a score was given. Each reason had to be supported by the original 10
sample benchmarks used in rater training. If the scores differed by two, then the average of
the scores was used as the final mark.
3.6 Data Collection Procedure
In order to answer the question, the researcher compiled two sets of data. First,
samples of student writing were collected. During the first week of the data collection stage,
the students in both the experimental and control groups were given a pretest independent
writing task utilizing a TOEFL argumentative writing prompt. This test was given during
regular class hours and administered by the regular course instructors, who were briefed
about the proper procedures by the research. Due to time constraints and the desire to be as
unobtrusive to course curriculum as possible, students were given 20 minutes to write as
much as possible on the prompt. Although the samples were not graded, instructors were
encouraged to offer an incentive to ensure the students completed the task to the best of their
ability. After the pretest writing samples for the seven classes were collected, four copies of
each essay was made. One copy was returned to the students to aid in the revision process
while the remaining three were used to provide rater training in scoring the essays.
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Following the initial pretest stage, the process of implementing training, the
treatment, commenced. Four of the seven classes (n= 25) were chosen to receive training.
Two classes were undergraduate level 99, one was 98, and the final was a graduate glass.
These classes were chosen in order to equally distribute to sample so that each group was a
close representation of the sample. Using the previously mentioned protocol as a guide, the
researcher visited the selected classes and provided a 20-minute training session.
After the training sessions, the pretests were scored and AF was recorded for each
participant by the researcher, who used the audacity freeware program. The files were saved
in mp3 format and subsequently emailed to the students. The emails thanked the students for
participation and instructed them to revise their papers using the AF audio file that was
attached.
The final stage of data collection was the posttest, in which students were asked to
complete a second 20-minute argumentative TOEFL essay of equal difficulty to the pretest.
The posttest was administered spontaneously to control for the possibility that some students
might be given an unfair advantage if anticipating a test. On average, each student was
allotted three days to listen to his or her personal AF prior to the posttest.
The second set of data, perceptions of students about the use of AF, was collected
using a questionnaire (Appendix B). The semi-structured questionnaires for the group that
received AFT (TAF) contained either 21 structured questions (using a five-point lickert scale)
and two open-ended questions. The untrained group (UAF) (n=14) was given an identical
question save for the last six questions, which pertained to perceptions of AFT. The
questionnaires were distributed to the students directly after completing the posttest. Once
collected, the data collection stage was officially finished, and the posttest analysis began.
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3.7 Data Analysis Procedure
This section serves to discuss the procedures of data analysis for the quantitative and
qualitative data sets. It is divided into two parts, each of which focuses on the different
methods used for the two sets of data.
3.7.1 Quantitative Data Analysis
Descriptive and inferential statistics were utilized to analyze the data set compiled
from the pretest and posttest. The fluency, accuracy, content and organization scores (pretest
and posttest) were collected from each group and recorded into a Microsoft Excel worksheet.
These values were transferred to SPSS, a statistical analysis software. The software was used
to compute descriptive statistics. The mean scores for the four language constructs were
computed for each group (control and experimental) at the pretest and posttest stages. Next, a
paired samples T-test was run to compare the difference in mean scores (of the language
constructs) from pretest to posttest within each group. In addition, an independent samples Ttest was conducted to compare the mean scores of the two groups at the pretest stage. This
test was run to determine if any significant differences occurred between the two groups
before treatment was implemented. Finally, an independent samples T-test comparing the
change in mean scores (of the language constructs) from pretest to posttest of the
experimental group to the respective changes exhibited by the control group was run. This
test was used to examine difference in the changes between the two groups after treatment
was implemented.
Descriptive statistics were also utilized to analyze data collected from the closed-form
items on the questionnaires. Mean scores and standard deviations of these items were
computed.
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3.7.2 Qualitative Data Analysis
Answers provided to the open-ended items on the questionnaires were analyzed and
classified based on patterns that emerged within them. Table 3.6 displays the coding scheme
developed by the researcher. The themes and sources used to code the responses are shown.
However, some of themes were seen in the responses that do not appear in the coding
scheme. These themes are addressed in the results chapter

Table 3.6
Coding Scheme
Theme
Feeling of confidence and motivation
Negative feelings
Good technique for revising paper’s content and organization

Code
FCM
NF
GT

Good technique for revising paper’s micro errors

MC

AF preferred over WCF

PW

WCF preferred over AF

PA

WCF and AF equally Preferred

AP

.
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Source
Sipple, 2007
Sipple, 2007
Morra &
Asis, 2009
Johanson,
1999
Lunt &
Curran, 2009
Sipple, 2007
Morra &
Asis, 2009
Sipple, 2007

Chapter IV
RESULTS
4. Introduction
This chapter reports the findings of the present study. These reports are divided into
sections based on the research questions they answer. RQ1 asked Does AFT reduce the
number of errors related to accuracy, content, and organization without adversely affecting
fluency? For this section, descriptive statistics are presented. In addition, results of paired ttests for both the TAF and UAF groups are shown to determine if any significant differences
from pretest to posttest occurred within each group. Finally, results of an independent
samples T-test is displayed to determined the significant differences, if any, between each
group as a result of AFT.
Results for RQs two and three are detailed in the next section of this chapter. These
questions asked What are students’ perceptions and attitudes of AF? and What are students’
perceptions and attitudes of AFT? respectively. Descriptive statistics for responses to the
closed-form items on the questionnaires are displayed for both the TAF and UAF groups.
Lastly, the open-ended questions are discussed in accordance to the coding scheme
developed by the researcher.
4.1 Research Question One
RQ1 investigated the effects of AFT on the fluency, accuracy, content and
organization of ESL student writing. Participants, conditionally matriculated ESL students
studying at an American accredited university in Cairo, were asked to complete a pretest and
posttest writing task for data collection purposes. Between the pretest and posttest, the
students were given AF as an EC technique. The pretest writing task was an Independent
TOEFL argumentative prompt. Students were allotted 20 minutes to write as much as
possible in response to the prompt. The posttest followed the same procedure with a prompt
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of equal difficulty. The same 20 minutes was allotted for this test. Table 4.1 display the
descriptive statistics of the fluency, accuracy, content, and organization scores for the TAF
and UAF groups respectively. These values are separated according to test, either pretest or
posttest.
Table 4.1
Descriptive statistics for pretest and posttest
TAF Group
Fluency
Pre
Post
Accuracy
Pre
Post
Content
Pre
Post
Organization
Pre
Post
UAF Group
Fluency
Pre
Post
Accuracy
Pre
Post
Content
Pre
Post
Organization Pre
Post

Mean
213.5200
195.8000
88.0200
91.5228
3.0000
3.6000
3.3200
3.5200
Mean
168.9286
174.4286
90.5529
92.0214
3.1429
3.1429
3.2857
3.0000

N
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
N
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14

Std. Deviation
70.70486
70.19378
3.71017
3.90250
1.08012
1.00000
1.06927
1.12250
Std. Deviation
60.23475
49.94260
5.76822
3.42900
1.02711
.94926
1.13873
1.10940

Std. Error Mean
14.14097
14.03876
.74203
.78050
.21602
.20000
.21385
.22450
Std. Error Mean
16.09841
13.34772
1.54162
.91644
.27451
.25370
.30434
.29650

As can be seen in the table 4.1, the TAF group returned higher mean scores for
accuracy, content, and organization for the posttest. The only mean score that was decreased
from pretest to posttest was the fluency score. On the other hand, the UAF group showed
positive changes in the mean scores of fluency and accuracy from pretest to posttest. Mean
scores for content returned no changes and mean scores for organization were higher at the
pretest and lower at the posttest.
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A paired T-test, with a p-value of .05 or less used to measure significance, was
conducted for each variable: fluency, accuracy, content, and organization from pretest to
posttest to determine if significant differences occurred within each group. Concerning the
TAF group, no significant differences were reported in the scores for fluency and
organization with p-values of .133 and .327 respectively. There was a significant positive
difference in the scores for accuracy and content after treatment was administered with pvalues of .000 and .002 respectively. For the UAF group, despite the observable differences
for fluency, accuracy, and organization, as revealed by the descriptive statistics, none of the
values returned by the paired T-test were significant. These values are displayed in tables 4.2
and 4.3.
Table 4.2
P-values for paired samples T-test of TAF Group
Language Construct
Fluency
Accuracy
Content
Organization

Mean
17.72000
-3.50280
-.60000
-.20000

SD
56.99673
3.93104
.86603
1.00000

t

p

1.554
-4.455
-3.464
-1.000

df
24
24
24
24

t
-.439
-1.06
.000
1.075

df
13
13
13
13

p

.133
.000
.002
.327

Table 4.3
P-values for paired samples T-test of UAF Group
Language Construct
Fluency
Accuracy
Content
Organization

Mean
-5.50000
-1.46857
.00000
.28571

SD
46.87258
5.17207
1.35873
.99449

.668
.307
1.00
.302

In order to determine the equality of the two groups prior to the treatment, an
independent samples T-test was conducted to compare the means of the two groups across
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the four language constructs at the pretest. Table 4.4 below reports the results of this
statistical test.
Table 4.4
Independent Samples T-test of Comparing Pretest Scores

Language Construct
Fluency
Equal variances assumed
Accuracy

Equal variances not assumed
Equal variances assumed

Content

Equal variances not assumed
Equal variances assumed

Organization

Equal variances not assumed
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not assumed

F
Sig.
.363 .550

37

p
.054

1.553

2.081
.220 -1.671

30.852
37

.046
.103

.134

-1.480
.717 -.403

19.164
37

.155
.689

.240

-.409
.094

28.224
37

.686
.926

.092

25.623

.927

.627

t
1.987

df

From the above results, it was determined that the only significant difference
observed between the groups prior to treatment was for the construct fluency (p-value =
.054). This indicates that the TAF group outscored the UAF group in fluency at the pretest.
None of the scores of the language constructs were of any significance at the posttest.
An independent samples T-test was run in order to determine if any significant
differences existed with respect the changes observed between the two groups across the four
language constructs. The independent samples T-test revealed no significant differences
between the two groups in all of the language constructs. These results are displayed in table
4.5 below.
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Table 4.5
P-Values for Independent Samples T-test

Language Constructs
Fluency
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not
assumed
Accuracy
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not
assumed
Content
Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not
assumed
Organization Equal variances assumed
Equal variances not
assumed

F
Sig.
.307 .583

t
1.528
1.562

df
37
28.814

p
.135
.129

.306

.584

.312
.299

37
23.836

.757
.768

.607

.441

-.921
-.871

37
22.985

.363
.393

.124

.726

-.139
-.140

37
27.742

.890
.890

This result suggests that despite any differences observed by the two groups at the
pretest and posttest, the changes made as a result of treatment were of no significance across
the four language constructs. Figure 4.1 below displays a visual representation of the mean
scores for fluency, accuracy, content, and organization for each group.

53

Figure 4.1. Mean Scores from Pretest to Posttest of Fluency, Accuracy, Content and
Organization
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A comparison of the means and performance of both groups can be seen in figure 1. For
content and organization, the TAF group outperformed the UAF group. This result, however,
is only observational and not significant.
4.2 Research Question Two
This section reports on the findings of the questionnaire used to answer RQ2. RQ2
investigated the perceptions and attitudes of the students towards AF. Immediately after the
posttest was collected, students were asked to complete a semi-structured questionnaire. First,
data of the first 16 closed-form items of the questionnaire is reported on. These findings are
displayed based on the four sections into which they were divided. These sections are AF as
beneficial, AF as more beneficial than WCF, language appropriateness, and use of the media
player. Figure 4.2 below depicts the means scores for each section.
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Figure 4.2. Means of Responses to Questionnaires
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Next, findings of item number 17, the open-ended question, are discussed according
to themes that emerged during analysis.
4.2.1 Audio Feedback as Beneficial
Descriptive statistics of the mean scores of responses to items in this section are
displayed in table 4.6. The responses of the TAF group to the statement Audio feedback was
useful in helping me revise my grammar errors showed strong agreement with a mean of 4.30
whereas the UAF showed a preference to disagree with a mean of 2.48. Both groups
exhibiting equally strong agreement to the statement Audio Feedback was useful in helping
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me organize my ideas while I revised my paper with mean scores of 4. The TAF group
indicated that they have a slightly stronger agreement than the UAF group with regards to AF
being useful in helping with the addition of details to writing. In fact, the UAF was just over
feeling neutral toward this notion with a mean score of 3.71. The final statement in this
section corresponded with the overall benefit of using AF in paper revision. Despite showing
disagreement with AF’s efficacy in revising grammatical errors, the UAF group showed a
strong preference to agree with this statement, returning a mean score of 4.43. One the other
hand, the TAF group was slightly under a preference to agree with this statement as
evidenced by the mean score of 3.8.
Table 4.6
Descriptive Statistics for AF as Beneficial
Item

Mean
TAF
4.30

UAF
2.48

Standard
Deviation
TAF UAF
.82
1.38

Audio Feedback was useful in helping me
organize my ideas while I revised my paper.

4

4

1.06

1.47

Audio Feedback was useful in helping me
add more details to my writing.

4

3.71

1.17

1.33

Overall, audio feedback was useful in
helping me revise my paper.

3.88

4.43

1.19

1.09

Audio feedback was useful in helping me
revise my grammar errors.

4.2.2 Audio Feedback as More Beneficial than Written Comments
The next section of the questionnaire examined student attitudes towards AF
compared to their teachers written comments for revision purposes. Descriptive statistics for
the items in this section are displayed in table 4.7. Overall, both groups failed to show strong
agreement for any of the statements in this section. Audio feedback is better than written
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teacher comments in helping me add more details to my writing returned the highest mean
score for the TAF group with a value of 3.71. The lowest mean score for the TAF group was
for the statement audio feedback is better than written teachers comments in helping me
organize my ideas while I revised my paper, which returned a value of 3.08. On the other
hand, the UAF group’s mean scores for the four items did not differ by much. The UAF
group showed their strongest agreement to the statement that AF is an overall better method
that written comments in paper revision with a mean score of 3.62. The lowest mean score
returned by the UAF group was 3.46, for the statement advocating that AF is better than
written comments for adding more details to writing. However, since none of the means
displayed by either group was a value of four or greater.
Table 4.7
Descriptive Statistics for AF as More Beneficial than WCF
Item

Mean
TAF
3.13

UAF
3.54

Standard
Deviation
TAF UAF
1.45 1.56

Audio feedback is better than written
teachers comments in helping me organize
my ideas while I revised my paper.

3.08

3.53

1.41

1.20

Audio feedback is better than written teacher
comments in helping me add more details to
my writing.

3.71

3.46

1.32

1.23

Overall, I prefer audio feedback to written
teachers comments while correcting my
writing

3.5

3.62

1.56

.96

Audio Feedback is better than written
teachers comments in helping me revise my
grammar errors.
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4.2.3 Process and Media Player
This section of items elicited student attitudes towards using the media player and its
features. Descriptive statistics for this section are displayed in table 4.8. The results indicated
that listening to AF via media player was not a time consuming process with means of 2.5
and 2.43 for the TAF and UAF groups respectively. Both groups showed strong agreement to
the statement the media player was easy to use with a mean score of 4.21 returned by both
groups. The first item off this section aimed to discover if students listened to the feedback
more than once. Since such a statement is general and requires a yes or no response, the
researcher decided to interpret responses of greater than three as yes and less then four as no.
The findings of this item revealed that both groups failed to return a mean of four or higher
with values of 3.86 and 3.71 for the TAF and UAF groups respectively.
Table 4.8
Descriptive Statistics for Use of the Process and Media Player
Item

Mean
TAF
3.86

UAF
3.71

Standard
Deviation
TAF UAF
1.03 1.14

I felt the process of revising my paper using
audio feedback was time-consuming.

2.5

2.43

1.53

1.34

I used the pause feature on the audio player
to aid me in revising my writing.

3.54

3.54

1.25

1.51

The media player was easy to use.

4.21

4.21

1.14

1.19

I listened to my audio-feedback more than
once to help me in revising my writing.
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4.2.4 Appropriateness of Language
The last set of items focused on the appropriateness of the language used on the audio
files as perceived by the students. Descriptive statistics for this section are shown in table 4.9.
Overall, both groups showed strong agreement that the language used in the AF was clear,
easy to understand, and appropriate. The UAF group’s means were slightly higher than those
of the TAF groups on all the items in this section. Also, the standard deviations of the UAF
group were all less that one, indicating that most of the students in this group were in strong
agreement that the language was appropriate. The strongest agreement for the TAF group
was for the statement the sound on the audio feedback was clear and easy to understand,
with a mean of 4.57. The UAF group returned the highest mean score for the statement the
language used on the audio feedback was clear and easy to understand with a value of 4.64.
Table 4.9
Descriptive statistics for Appropriateness of language
Item

Mean
TAF
4.33

UAF
4.57

Standard
Deviation
TAF UAF
1.09 .76

4.30

4.64

1.06

.63

The tone of the speaker’s voice on the audio
feedback was appropriate.

4.30

4.57

1.06

.76

The language the speaker used on the audiofeedback was appropriate and helped my
revise my paper.

4.26

4.43

1.14

.76

The sound on the audio feedback was clear
and easy to understand.
The language used on the audio feedback
was clear and easy to understand.
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4.2.5 Additional Comments on Audio Feedback
The final item on the questionnaire was an open-ended question inviting the
participants to add any additional comments they had about AF. Unfortunately, the response
rate for this item was extremely low with 1.03% (n=4) of the participants providing an
answer. In spite of this set back, some interesting findings were made. Of the four
respondents, one belonged to the TAF group while the remaining three were part of the UAF
group. The student from the TAF group wrote you were slow in giving the feedback. This
response did not fall under any of the themes in the initial coding scheme. A new label,
timeliness of feedback was created for this response. Another response fell under the theme of
AF being beneficial for revising content and organization errors with the student writing I
think it is a successful idea for revising organization. The third response indicated a positive
reaction to AF with the respondent stating I enjoyed that you focused on my specific errors
and used my first name in the feedback. The last response was classified as a new theme,
appreciate and gratitude. The respondent simply thanked the researcher for taking the time to
record the AF.
4.3 Research Question 3
This section reports the results of the additional questionnaire items that appeared on
the forms given to the TAF group only. These were six closed-form items and one openended question. Only the results of the closed-form items will be reported on in this section.
Unfortunately, of the 25 participants in the TAF group, none responded to the open-ended
question. This is rather inconvenient for research purposes. The researcher was very clear in
the instructions on the questionnaire and encouraged students to respond to all the items. That
being said, the researcher did not force any participants to respond to items if they did not
want to do so.
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4.3.1 Audio Feedback Training
Participants in the TAF group were given six additional items, which elicited their
attitudes towards AFT. Descriptive statistics showing means and standard deviations to the
respective items are displayed in table 4.10. Overall, the results indicate that participants
strongly agreed that AFT was necessary, informative, and easy to follow. Participants
revealed that AF would not have been difficult to understand without AFT by strongly
disagreeing with the statement the audio feedback would have been difficult to understand
without the training session. However, results indicated that participants felt AFT was
important in making AF beneficial by disagreeing with the statement I didn’t need the
training session to understand and benefit from audio feedback. The highest mean value
returned was for the statement that suggested the strategies introduced in AFT aided in paper
revision with a mean of 4.05
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Table 4.10
Descriptive Statistics of Audio Feedback Training
Item

N

Mean

The strategies introduced in
the training session helped
me revise my paper while
using audio feedback.

22

Std.
Deviation
4.05
.89

The training session was well
done, easy to follow, and
easy to understand.

22

4.00

.92

The audio feedback would
have been difficult to
understand without the
training session.

22

2.63

1.21

I didn’t need the training
session to understand and
benefit from audio feedback.

22

2.86

1.42

The training session was
necessary and informative.

22

3.72

1.16
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Chapter V
DISCUSSION

5. Introduction
The present study aimed to investigate the efficacy of AFT in improving linguistic
accuracy, content, and organization on ESL students writing. Additionally, it aimed to gather
ESL students’ perceptions of using AF and AFT. Using a mixed-methods quasi-experimental
design, the study used independent timed writing tasks to collect data. Also, it used semistructured questionnaires to elicit perceptions. This chapter revisits the results of the present
study and attempts to draw conclusions and make claims about the use of AF and AFT in the
improvement of L2 writing. The chapter details specific findings and provides explanations
for them based on previous research provided in the literature review. The discussion of
results synthesizes previous conclusions and attempts to provide salient evidence of claims
and is organized by the RQ it attempts to shed light on. Furthermore, this chapter highlights
the limitations of the present study, and proposes implications the findings revealed for
pedagogical use. Lastly, it provides suggestions for pathways for further research.
5.1 The Effects of AFT on Writing Quality
The first purpose of the present study was to investigate the role of AFT in the
improvement of the writing quality of EFL students. Specifically, the researcher aimed to
understand the effect the use of AFT had AF and errors related to the fluency, accuracy,
content, and organization of students on independent timed writing tasks. RQ1 inquired about
the efficacy of AFT in improving the above mention language constructs. Recruiting seven
intact classes and using a pretest/posttest quasi-experimental design, the researcher attempted
to answer this question. Four classes received AF and AFT (n=25) and three classes only
received AF (n=14). For all the statistical tests, save for the last, each group was analyzed
separately.
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With respect to fluency, the study found no significant differences between the pretest
and posttest for each group. This suggests that fluency, in the 20-minute timed writing, was
not affected as a result of receiving AFT. This indicates students may have written optimally
in the allotted time for their proficiency levels. Although this finding is interesting, this part
of the study was focused on examining the remaining three variables in relation to any gains
or losses in fluency. With that being established, it is crucial to point out that the TAF group
reported a significant positive increase in accuracy and content, with no significant changes
in organization.
The significant difference in the accuracy echoes the results of several studies that
advocated the benefits of EC on increasing students’ linguistic accuracy (Bitchner, 2008;
Bitchner & Knoch 2008; Bitchner & Knoch, 2010; Ferris & Roberts, 2001). Consequently,
this finding refutes the claims of Truscott (1996, 2007), which suggested EC had no clear
benefit or detrimental effects on grammar. These claims were also made by Polio, Fleck, and
Leder (1998). Additionally, findings of Kepner (1991) proposed that focusing on grammar
correction resulted in negative side affects to other aspects of writing, namely the macro
aspects (fluency, content, and organization). The present study suggests that training may be
an essential component to any EC technique since a significant increase in accuracy resulted
in no changes in fluency, an increase in the content score, and no changes in organization.
Although organization was not significantly increase after treatment, it was not significantly
decrease either. This finding is novel since no changes essentially means no adverse affects
were exhibited in organization as a result of an increase in accuracy.
Yet, in light of these findings, the study failed to prove that AFT had a significant
positive affect on organization, although there was an observable positive difference, which
is classified as a macro aspect of writing. A possible explanation for this finding is that the
majority of students, by rubric definition, scored adequately at the pretest stage. On the
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rubric, a score of three translated into an adequate writing piece. Looking at the frequency of
the raw scores on organization, 72 percent of the participants (n=18) scored a three or above
with 16 percent (n=4) scoring the highest score. At the posttest, 76 percent of the participants
(n=19) scored a three or better with 24 percent scoring the highest score. Although the
numbers are slightly higher at the posttest stage, no significant differences were reported after
data analysis was conducted. The fact that the majority of students scored adequately or
better may have resulted in less feedback targeting organization in an effort to shift focus to
the more overt errors or accuracy and content.
Another possibility could be the seemingly inherent interdependent relationship
shared by accuracy and content. For example, some samples exhibited sentence fragments,
which constituted a reduction in the accuracy score. However, sentence fragments frequently
led to a loss in meaning, adversely affecting the content score. A similar relationship was
seen between fluency and organization. Informal comments from students and their teachers
reported that the 20-minute window allotted for task completion was insufficient for the
caliber of the writing required. This issue could have influenced students to make task
completion a priority, thus placing greater importance on organization and fluency (in order
to finish). Taking these notions into account, it can be understood why samples returned
stronger initial scores on fluency and organization.
Despite the gains made by the TAF group in accuracy and content, the UAF group
reported no significant differences from pretest to posttest, across the four language
constructs being tested by the study. However, a positive difference in fluency and accuracy
was observed. Concerning content and organization, the UAF group showed no changes and
a negative observably difference respectively as a result of revising their essays using AF.
Although none of the values were significant, this result resonates with the findings of
Hartshorn et al (2010) and Kepner (1991) on an observational basis. Because these studies
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suggested that an overt focus of grammar correction may lead to losses in macro features of
writing, it is possible the UAF group focused more on grammar correction. This is a strong
possibility due to the results that showed no change in content and a significant negative
change in organization for the UAF group. Also, since the mean score at the posttest stage for
the UAF group was still above a three, it is possible, because they scored adequately on
average according to the rubric, that the AF may have not focused on organization as much
as it should have. Upon speculation of these findings, the researcher concluded that certain
fundamental differences and characteristics between the TAF and UAF groups may have
been underlying issues. For instance, the researcher made no attempt to measure complexity
in writing (Evans et al, 2011; Hartshorn et al, 2010). L2 writers that attempt more complex
grammatical structures may produce more errors related to linguistic accuracy. It is possible
that students in the UAF group resorted to using less complex structures while writing the
pretest and posttest in order to commit fewer errors. A reason for this could be varying
proficiency levels displayed in each group. The researcher took all the necessary steps to
ensure that both groups comprised a representative sample of the IEP. The UAF group
consisted of one graduate class, and two undergraduate classes (levels 99 and 98). The TAF
group had one more undergraduate 99 class as part of the distribution. Nevertheless
absenteeism and failure to adhere to the directions disqualified some participants in the UAF
group. This resulted in a smaller sample pool for the control group (n=14). Although
theoretically there should be no huge gaps in the proficiency of the groups, these
unanticipated extraneous variables may have possibly played a role in the results of the UAF
group. The researcher assumed equal proficiency since all students studying at the IEP
regardless of university admission status and initial level follow the same curriculum. Since
the present study was conducted during the second semester of study, the researcher felt it
reasonable to make this assumption.
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In light of theses discoveries, accuracy is the most interesting. The researcher used
error taxonomy to identify and categorize errors only, and reported the score as a percentage.
This measure was taken to ensure that all errors were accounted for during the data analysis
process. Additionally, error taxonomy allowed rater 2 to remain uniform with rater 1 when
scoring accuracy. Thus, the study’s findings provide no insight on to which error types
reduced or increased in number as a result of using AF. This fact is a fundamental difference
between the present study and other studies that support EC’s role in the improvement of
linguistic accuracy. Bitchener (2010), along with other researchers claimed that focused
WCF, as an EC technique, increased linguistic accuracy (Evans et al, 2011). However, this
type of EC focused on one target grammatical structure, which in most cases was the English
article system (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch 2008). In fact, the tests were specifically
designed to elicit the target structure, as observed in a study by Bitchener and Knoch (2008,
2010) which used picture story telling as a test to target the English articles a and the for first
and second mention. Taking this major difference into account, it is possible that certain error
types were significantly reduced as a result of AF, but as a whole, no significant changes
were reported. A possible reason lies in an observance coined by the researcher as the halo
effect of error occurrence. Although students committed a wide spectrum of linguistic errors,
one error type was usually committed most frequently. Due to this observence, the AF may
have focused greater attention to that specific error type. Consequently, while revising pretest
drafts, the students possibly focused on correcting the more prevalent errors. This in turn may
have caused an increase in error types that were not stressed in the AF to occur at the posttest
stage.
Inferential statistical were also used to compare the difference of means from pretest
to posttest of the two groups. These tests were used to measure any significant differences
between the TAF and UAF groups. Before the changes between the groups were compared,
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an independent samples T-test was run to investigate the equality of the groups before
treatment. The fluency of the TAF group was reported to be significantly higher that the UAF
group at the pretest. However, as far as equality between the groups is concerned, this was
determined to be negligibly. The reason is that content and organization were scored
separately from fluency. Furthermore, the accuracy score was relative to fluency. Therefore
the researcher determined that since accuracy, content, and organization failed to return any
significant values at the pretest stage, the two groups were said to be relatively equal as far as
writing proficiency was concerned prior to receiving treatment.
Although, observational (not significant), the TAF group out performed the UAF
group in the changes that occurred from pretest to posttest on all the language constructs save
for fluency, statistical analysis yielded no significant differences between the two groups.
Although this result cannot be compared to existing literature that investigated AF, studies
investigating training may help explain these outcomes. The AFT treatment used Minn’s
(2005) protocol for providing the session to the experimental group. However, due to time
constraints, the researcher was only able to give a 20-minute training session, which is
significantly less time than the training sessions in the existing literature. This lack of time
may have hindered AFT in being fully comprehended by the students who received it.
5.2 Perceptions and Attitudes of Audio Feedback and Audio Feedback Training
Research questions two and three aimed to elicit students’ perspectives of AF and
AFT respectively. In order to accomplish this task, semi-structured questionnaires were
distributed to the participants upon completion of the posttest. The first 17 items were
identical for both the TAF and UAF groups and were used to answer RQ2. RQ3 was
answered by items 18-23, which only appeared on the questionnaires of the TAF group. The
items were grouped based on themes they related to.
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RQ2 was interested in the way students perceived AF. Although noticeable
differences were observed across all items, responses to item three revealed the greatest
difference. The item stated Audio feedback was useful in helping me revise my grammatical
errors. Of the respondents, the TAF group returned a mean response score of 4.3 (SD = .82)
and the UAF groups reported a mean of 2.48 (SD = 1.35). This clear difference shows that
the TAF group agreed with the statement with the opposite true for the UAF group. This
result may be attributed to AFT, which explicitly described how to correct grammatical errors
mentioned on the AF. However, this finding is interesting in light of the responses to items
grouped under the AF as more beneficial than WCF category. Both groups seemed to favor
AF over WCF for revision of grammar, organization, and content related errors. Sipple
(2007) showed contrary results. Although her study found that students enjoyed AF as an EC
technique, the majority of participants stated WCF was particularly better for correcting
grammatical errors due to the ease of scanning papers for teacher marks. However, her study,
along with other studies investigating AF, provided little insight to the structure of AF used.
Thus, this finding may be significant in that the explicit correcting of grammar was part of
the AF used for the present study, which may have increased its efficacy for both groups
regardless of training. Additionally, the evidence revealed that both groups regarded AF as a
good technique for aiding in the revision of content and organizational errors as well as a
preferred technique over WCF for revising these same errors. These findings echoed those of
Sipple (2007), Lunt and Curran (2009), and Morra and Asis (2009).
A noteworthy finding was reported in the responses on items attempting to shed light
on the processes and strategies students used while negotiating the feedback and media
player. In particular items one and 10 asked if students listened to AF multiple times and if
they used the pause feature on the media player respectively. Since these statements have one
of two answers (yes or no) a response of 3 or lower was decided to interpret disagree.
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Although these issues were raised as part of the training session, both groups reported mean
response scores greater than 3, suggesting that the participants in the UAF group didn’t need
AFT to use the pause feature on the media player. This is contrary to Sipple (2007) who
stated that lack of knowledge of the pause feature may have been a factor is the results of her
study. Finally, all participants perceived the language and clarity of speech to be appropriate.
Additionally, students as a whole did not feel using AF was time consuming, which is an
advantage this type of EC has for both the student and teacher (Lunt & Curran, 2009).
RQ3 examined the ways the TAF group perceived AFT. An interesting finding lies in
the responses for items 20 and 21. Item 20 stated The Audio Feedback would have been
difficult to understand without the training session. The mean score of the responses reveals
that the TAF group, overall, did not feel that the training session aided in understanding AF.
However, the opposite was true for item 21, which stated I didn’t need the training session to
benefit from Audio Feedback. The finding suggests that although the session may have been
to short as previously mentioned, its content still provided some assistance to the participants
while revising their papers.
Finally, responses to the open-ended questions on the questionnaires were examined.
Of the 39 participants, only four added opted to answer these questions. Although a rather
small response rate, some new themes were revealed. One student reported, via informal
email, that although she preferred AF to WCF, she felt that organizing her paper was difficult
using AF. In the a study by Morra and Asis (2009), the researchers discussed AF as
inherently targeting macro aspects of writing due to the inherent nature of AF to target macro
skills. Despite this advantage of AF, the student still felt her organization suffered. It is
possible this finding is due to the different nature of the AF used by the present study to
include direct feedback on grammatical errors. Again, the direct focus on errors may have
overshadowed the feedback on organization. Also included in the open-ended questions was
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a comment regarding timeless of AF. One student commented by say you take too much time
to send our feedback. This issue was addressed in a study by Evans et al (2011), who stressed
the importance of making feedback dynamic in order to increase its efficacy. One of the
component parts of dynamic feedback is timeliness, in which the researchers stressed that
feedback should be received constantly and in a timely manner to be effective. The
researcher also received informal email responses from some of the participants. Although
this was not part of the data collection stage, they shed light on some of the perspectives of
students. In one email, the student wrote he really enjoyed feedback and appreciated the
effort that time was taken to cater the feedback specifically to his needs. This theme was
highlighted by Sipple (2007), who claimed students felt more confident about writing if the
believed their teachers had a vested interest in their progress.
6. Conclusion
Corrective feedback on L2 writing pieces remains to be a research topic of interest
due to the many techniques of EC available to teachers. Ever since Truscott’s (1996, 2007)
claims that EC has no clear benefit on improving grammar, a vast body of literature was
devoted to refuting this claim (Bitchner, 2008; Bitchner & Knoch 2008; Evans et al, 2011).
The resulting EC debate gave birth to new, mostly qualitative approaches to investigating
EC’s efficacy on writing improvement as well. This shift in focus was populated with studies
investigating the preferences, perceptions, and practices of teachers and students while
engaging in EC (Hamouda, 2007; Mustafa, 2007; Mahfoodh & Pandian, 2011). Thus, the
claim that students are an essential part of designing more efficacious EC techniques
emerged. However researchers continued using quantitative experimental designs to
specifically target specific grammatical structures in an effort to significantly improve them
over a certain period. Although these practices resulted in significant gains in the
improvement of linguistic accuracy, the majority of the studies failed to address the effects
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EC had on other, macro features of writing (content and organization) (Bitchner, 2008;
Bitchner & Knoch 2008; Truscott, 1996; Truscott 2008). This important issue was reflected
by Kepner (1991) and reinforced by Truscott (1996), who claimed that an overt focus on
grammar correction led to adverse effects on content and organization, without improving
accuracy. Ferris and Roberts (2001) also reported similar findings, when they found that EC
tailored to improve organization and content related issues led to significant gains by students
in those aspects of writing.
Given this contextual background, several gaps in the literature have emerged. First,
although AF has been the subject of investigation in writing improvement, it remains
virtually unexplored in the L2 context. Although these studies made strong claims to AF’s
efficacy in improving macro errors, a structured protocol of the content in AF was not
provided in the research. Thus, it is possible that the AF used in previous studies was more
catered to addressing macro issues in writing while overlooking micro ones. Furthermore,
training with EC has been used, but the training focused on providing the students with skills
on how to give feedback rather than utilize it. Finally, the studies using direct focused WCF
produced strong claims for the efficacy of this technique in improving linguistic accuracy
outside, only as it pertained to certain grammatical structures targeted by the WCF.
6.1 Contributions to Existing Research
The measures taken by the present study aimed to address the gaps put forth by the
previous literature. Using a quasi-experimental design with a pretest and posttest, the
researcher aimed to investigate the effects AFT on the fluency, accuracy, content and
organization of L2 student writing. It also used qualitative measures to elicit students’
perceptions of AF and AFT. By doing so it contributed to the lack of literature investigating
AF in the L2 context. Furthermore, the primary goal of AFT was to train students on how to
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utilize AF contrasting it with previous studies, which used training as a means of instructing
students how to give feedback. Regarding linguistic accuracy, the present study used error
analysis to ensure that all the grammatical errors committed by the students were accounted
for when the accuracy score was given. This was to ensure any significant differences in
accuracy constituted a holistic change. This measure was taken to address the previous
studies that advocated EC for the improvement of a specific grammatical structure
(Bitchener, 2010). Finally, the study attempted to present a framework for providing AF, that
was drawn from the literature that investigated AF, in order to provide a preliminary structure
of its content (Johanson, 1999).
By taking the above-mentioned measures, the study was able to draw some insightful
conclusions. On the one hand, the results showed a significant increase in content and
accuracy without adversely affected fluency and organization. This finding lends support to
the notion that EC, and particularly AF, may be a technique that can improve all aspects of
writing when accompanied by training. It this way it contributes to the literature that shows
that EC is effective in improving linguistic accuracy. It also adds the possibility of AF’s
efficacy in improving other macro aspects of writing in addition to accuracy. While no
significant changes were reported in the scores of the TAF in comparison to the UAF group,
observable differences showed that the TAF group out preformed the UAF group in
accuracy, content, and organization. Although the study cannot make a strong claim for the
efficacy of AFT, it paves the way for future research in training students to utilize feedback.
Additionally, it introduces the concept of training students to use feedback rather than give it.
With respect to students’ perceptions, the study revealed that students, overall, enjoy
AF as an EC technique. This finding adds to literature investigating perceptions of AF and
provides, thus providing some merit to its use in L2 writing classes. Also, the questionnaires
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revealed that the students in the TAF group considered AFT to be a useful and essential
undertaking in order to benefit from AF.
6.2 Limitations
In an effort to resolve the issues raised by the gaps found in previous literature, the
study limited itself in several ways. The researcher attempted to take all the necessary
precautions to ensure the participants in each group reflected a representative sample of the
Intensive English Program (IEP) at an American accredited university in Cairo, Egypt.
However, scheduling problems and participant atrophy led to a small sample size for the
control group, which was unavoidable. Also, all the participants were originally going to
listen to AF under the supervision of the researcher to ensure each participant listened to the
feedback. Time constraints forced the researcher to email the audio files instead. In light of
this contingency plan, it is possible that some students did not listen to AF, which may have
skewed the results. The researcher made no attempt to discover if any of the students failed to
do so and assumed each participant had listened to the feedback prior to the administration of
the posttest and completion of the questionnaire task.
Additionally, the study only focused on AF. Thus the results lend no support to the
efficacy of AF over other types of EC techniques. In addition, the study cannot generalize the
results across all EFL learners for two reasons. First, the majority of participants (n=37) were
native speakers of Arabic. Secondly, all the students studying English at the IEP have already
taken a world-renowned English proficiency exam (TOEFL or IELTS), so their proficiency is
not typical of the average EFL learner. Additionally, IEP students have small class sizes,
access to technology, and are taught by either native or near native teachers.
With respect to accuracy, the present study made no attempt to account for the
reduction or increase of specific grammatical structures. In this way, it limited the scope of
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AFT’s benefit to accuracy. This limitation may have played a role in the lack of significant
differences between the experimental and control groups concerning accuracy. It is possible
certain structures were significantly changed as a result of AFT, but as a whole, no changes
could be determined. These significant changes could have been positive or negative
depending on the grammatical structures in question. From a hypothetical stance, it is
possible that AFT aided in the reductions of several error types but this could not be
determined based on the operational definition of accuracy adopted by the present study.
This issue reflects a minor flaw in the measurements.
6.3 Pedagogical Implications
The present study investigated AF and AFT in EC of the independent writing tasks of
EFL students. Pedagogically, it aimed to provide students and teachers with an effective and
meaningful way to implement EC in the L2 writing classroom. The results determined
significant gains in one group and observable gains in the other. In light of these findings, the
researcher advocates the use of AF to teachers, assuming their have the means of providing
it. If so, the researcher suggests using this type of EC in addition to other practices to vary the
feedback students receive.
The study proposes other pedagogical implications, particularly for teaching
situations that lack the technological means to provide AF. The training used as a treatment
can potentially be designed to fit any form of EC. For example, if the teaching situation
allows only for WCF, teachers can then customize the structure of training to present helpful
strategies for students to utilize WCF. The findings of the questionnaire items that elicited
students’ perceptions on AFT show that training was useful in making AF beneficial. These
findings could possibly aid in designing training sessions for other, more accessible types of
EC.
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6.4 Suggestions for Further Research
In light of the present study’s findings, the researcher recommends further research be
conducted on training students to utilize feedback. Additionally, since the present study, to
the best of the researcher’s knowledge, was the first to attempt to provide a framework for
AF, further research is needed to determine the best way of giving AF. This research can
investigate pragmatic issues in the delivering of AF, such as the use of direct and indirect
directives when making comments on student generated errors. Furthermore, the issue of
accuracy still requires some attention. Since the present study provided no insight to specific
grammatical structures, it is recommended that more research be devoted to the types of
errors reduced or increased by AF.
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APPENDIX A
Pretest Argumentative Prompt
Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? Parents are the best teachers. Use
Specific reasons and examples to support your answer.
Posttest Argumentative Prompt
Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? With the help of technology, students
nowadays can learn more information and learn it more quickly. Use specific reasons and
examples to support your answer.
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APPENDIX B
Name:
Date:
Questionnaire: Please complete this questionnaire about using audio feedback to correct your
papers. After reading each statement circle 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5. These numbers mean the following:
1: Strongly
Disagree

5: Strongly
Agree

1. I listened to my audio-feedback more than once to help me
in revising my writing.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

2. I felt the process of revising my paper using audio feedback
was time-consuming.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

3. Audio feedback was useful in helping me revise my grammar
errors.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

4. Audio Feedback was useful in helping me organize my ideas
while I revised my paper.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

5. Audio Feedback was useful in helping me add more details
to my writing.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

6. Overall, audio feedback was useful in helping me revise my
paper.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

7. Audio Feedback is better than written teachers comments in
helping me revise my grammar errors.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
8. Audio feedback is better than written teachers comments in
helping me organize my ideas while I revised my paper.
9. Audio feedback is better than written teacher comments in
helping me add more details to my writing.
10. Overall, I prefer audio feedback to written teachers
comments while correcting my writing.
11. I used the pause feature on the audio player to aid me in
revising my writing.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

12. The media player was easy to use.
13. The sound on the audio feedback was clear and easy to
understand.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
14. The language used on the audio feedback was clear and easy
to understand.
15. The tone of the speaker’s voice on the audio feedback was
appropriate.
16. The language the speaker used on the audio-feedback was
appropriate and helped my revise my paper.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

17. If you have any comments about audio feedback please
write them below.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
18. The strategies introduced in the training session helped me
revise my paper while using audio feedback.
19. The training session was well done, easy to follow, and easy
to understand.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

20. The audio feedback would have been difficult to understand
without the training session.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

21. I didn’t need the training session to understand and benefit
from audio feedback.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

22. The training session was necessary and informative.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
23. If you have any comments or changes to the training session,
please write them below.
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APPENDIX C
Rubric for Content and Organization
Criteria
Content and
Ideas

1
Topic is not or
poorly addressed.
Main idea is
absent. Support
is lacking.

2
The topic is not
clearly addressed.
The main idea is
unclear. Few
supporting details
are evident.

3
The topic is adequately
addressed. The main
idea is stated but lacks
in clarity. Supporting
details are provided but
at time are unclear.

4
The topic is addressed
clearly. The main idea of the
topic is stated and support is
drawn from both the prompt
and writers’ own ideas.

5
The topic is very
clearly addressed and
complete. Main idea
of the topic is clearly
defined and writing
uses supporting details
to answer the question.

Organization

Writing lacks
structure and
evidence of
planning. Ideas
are not expressed
and details are
not present. No
evidence of
paragraphing.

Writing lacks clear
structure and
evidence of
planning. Ideas are
illogically
constructed and
details are not
sufficiently
supported.

Writing shows adequate
planning. Ideas
generally follow a
logical order but at
times are hard to follow
and paragraph is
somewhat structured.

Writing shows clear planning.
Ideas follow logical order.
Paragraphing is mostly
appropriate. Ideas and
support somewhat fit each
other.

Writing shows very
clear planning. Ideas
flow smoothly and
paper is easy to read.
Ideas build on one
another. Paragraphing
to separate ideas is
evident.
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